Twelve Years Later: Second ASSAf Report on Research Publishing In and From South Africa by Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf)
Science and Technology
Department:  
Applying scientific 
thinking in the service 
of society
PO Box 72135, Lynnwood Ridge 0040, Pretoria, South Africa
Tel: +27 12 349 6600 • Fax: +27 86 576 9520 • Email: admin@assaf.org.za
Twelve Years Later: 
Second ASSAf 
Report on Research 
Publishing in and 
from South Africa
(2018)
Science and Technology
Department:  
TWELVE YEARS LATER
2
Academy of Science of South Africa
December 2018
ISBN 978-0-6399410-5-9
DOI http://dx.doi.org/10.17159/assaf.2018/0030
Cite: Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf), (2019). Twelve Years Later: 
Second ASSAf Report on Research Publishing In and From South Africa (2018).
[Online] Available at: DOI:10.17159/assaf.2018/0030
Published by:
Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf)
PO Box 72135, Lynnwood Ridge, Pretoria, South Africa, 0040
Tel: +27 12 349 6600 • Fax: +27 86 576 9520
E-mail: admin@assaf.org.za
Reproduction is permitted, provided the source and publisher are appropriately 
acknowledged.
The Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf) was inaugurated in May 1996. It 
was formed in response to the need for an Academy of Science consonant with 
the dawn of democracy in South Africa: activist in its mission of using science and 
scholarship for the benefit of society, with a mandate encompassing all scholarly 
disciplines that use an open-minded and evidence-based approach to build 
knowledge. ASSAf thus adopted in its name the term ‘science’ in the singular as 
reflecting a common way of enquiring rather than an aggregation of different 
disciplines. Its Members are elected on the basis of a combination of two principal 
criteria, academic excellence and significant contributions to society.
The Parliament of South Africa passed the Academy of Science of South Africa 
Act (No 67 of 2001), which came into force on 15 May 2002. This made ASSAf the 
only academy of science in South Africa officially recognised by government and 
representing the country in the international community of science academies 
and elsewhere.
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PREFACE 
The Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf) released its second major 
Consensus Report on a commissioned study of Research Publishing in South Africa 
in 2006, with detailed data analysis and a 360-degree view of the topic, including 
the impact of new technologies on the dissemination of research results and the 
world-wide open access movement. A second Consensus Report on scholarly 
books followed in 2009. The Department of Science and Technology (DST) endorsed 
the two reports and requested the Academy itself to oversee the implementation 
of the recommendations, and has funded the Academy’s Scholarly Publishing 
Programme (SPP) ever since. The Department of Higher Education and Training 
(DHET) has supported the projects of the SPP in various relevant areas. Much has 
been achieved even though much remains to be done. 
In 2016, the Academy commissioned Professor Johann Mouton and his colleagues 
of the Centre for  Research on Evaluation of Science and Technology (CREST) at 
Stellenbosch University to do a thorough, largely bibliometric study of scholarly 
publishing in and from South Africa (SA) in the period 2005 – 2014, with all forms 
of peer-reviewed scholarly publications included, whether in journals, books or 
conference proceedings. The group has become extremely well versed in the 
appropriate methodologies, using reliably indexed databases and cooperating 
with partners who have developed special techniques for sharpening the focus of 
standard parameters such as citation counts and rates over time, demographic 
shifts in authorships and indicators of collaboration. The study was completed in 
2017, and submitted to the Academy. 
Amongst a large number of interesting and relevant findings were disturbing 
indications of predatory publishing and questionable editorial practices. 
As the period studied by the CREST team coincided almost exactly with the 
period that has elapsed since the data-gathering for ASSAf’s above-mentioned 
first report, the Academy has decided to publish a second report on scholarly 
publishing in SA, to include concise but essential summaries of the two earlier 
ASSAf reports (Chapters 1 and 2); a review of the work of the SPP in the research 
publishing system over the past 12 years (Chapter 3); an analysis of the problems 
of access on the part of South African researchers to the problematic international 
commercial research literature (Chapter 4); the concise version of the new CREST 
report (Chapter 5); a consideration of the threat posed by predatory publishing 
and questionable editorial and authorship practices (Chapter 6); a discussion of 
the main issues and unresolved problems still remaining in the system despite its 
generally good progress (Chapter 7); and a set of headline recommendations for 
the future (Chapter 8). 
The Academy believes that the formation of public policy should involve a 
longitudinal understanding of how systems behave over time periods that are 
sufficiently long to reveal both the trends and the underlying causes. We see no 
reason in this new analysis to depart from our original conclusion, that the highest 
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possible quality of scholarly publishing within a country is important, but that only 
open access publishing of local journals will ensure the wide dissemination of their 
important content, with all the benefits that that will bring. This standpoint is not 
at variance with the other conclusion that South African researchers should also 
actively contribute to the international literature and participate as fully as possible 
in the world’s knowledge system. 
We wish to acknowledge the high-level contribution made to this report and to 
informed understandings of South African scholarship and science by Prof Johann 
Mouton and his CREST team, as well as the sections of this report for which drafts 
were prepared by staff in the SPP, namely Linda Fick, Leti Kleyn, Tsepo Majake, 
Mmaphuthi Mashiachidi, Ina Smith, Desré Stead, Louise van Heerden, and Nadine 
Wubbeling. We also thank Professors Jane Carruthers, Michael Chapman, Loyiso 
Nongxa and Keyan Tomaselli for a critical reading of the draft manuscript and 
helpful suggestions.
Most of the work done by ASSAf and described in this report was generously funded 
by the DST, and some by the DHET, both of whom are thanked for this support.
The assistance and encouragement of ASSAf’s Executive Officer, Roseanne Diab, 
is also warmly acknowledged. Patricia Scholtz is thanked for copy editing and 
production of the report. 
  
Wieland Gevers, Robin Crewe and Susan Veldsman                                 
CHAPTER 1: 
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FiRST ASSAF REPORT (2006) 
– MAiN FiNDiNGS AND 
RECOMMENDATiONS RESEARCH 
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A fundamentally important and essential step in the performance of research is 
the widely accessible publication of its results. Researchers working in South Africa 
(SA) have the option of submitting their work for peer review and publication to 
research journals/periodicals, to scholarly book publishers, or to those organisers of 
scholarly conferences who publish proceedings; each of these can be published 
either locally or outside the country. The publication of scholarly books and 
conference proceedings has characteristics which differ from the dominant and 
much more regulated and ‘process-standardised’ journal route of publication, and 
their treatment in this report accordingly also deals with these unique attributes.   
      
An impressive degree of order has been afforded to a potentially chaotic world 
knowledge system by the explicit or tacit acceptance by virtually all participants 
of a set of principles which regulate the publishing of research findings or ideas, 
especially in the pages of scholarly journals/periodicals. Some of the most important 
of these are:
• The reported findings or insights must be original, in the sense that they are the 
first report of such findings or insights. This perhaps most fundamental principle 
pre-supposes that authors submitting manuscripts containing ‘new findings or 
insights’ will have had access to the universe of relevant existing literature and 
will not knowingly suppress the fact that the same or very similar findings or 
insights have in fact been reported before. A key function of multiple peer 
review is to ensure that the knowledge of peers as to this situation is also 
tested before publication. A frequently vexed question is whether there is in 
fact exact replication of existing information, or whether the context and/or 
detail of the new findings or insights are sufficiently different to merit addition 
to the matrix of knowledge through publication: the discretion of peers and 
that of the editor is exercised here. Despite this intrinsic weakness, originality of 
published research is a key criterion for the truly scholarly literature as opposed 
to other forms of publication.
• Reports must contain, or permit reference to, sufficient detail of the methods 
and materials used in the study to permit replication in the hands of other 
scholars; alternatively, in some fields of knowledge, full reference must be 
made to arguments or insights that have contributed materially to the new 
conclusion(s).
• Integrity of reporting requires that no inconsistent data are omitted or fabricated 
data presented, and that the statistical treatment of data is thorough and the 
conclusions reasonable. 
• The existing relevant literature must be appropriately and fairly cited.
• Authorship must conform to the notions of responsibility and credit, and special 
attention must be given to the first ‘lead’ author (sometimes explicitly shared), 
and the inclusion in the authorship listing only of persons who have contributed 
directly to the production of the work at an intellectual/conceptual level; best 
practice includes attribution to individual authors of separable contributions. 
• Speculative deductions and postulations must be clearly specified, and they 
must be kept to a minimum in experimental papers.
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• Ethical issues relating to the reported research must be addressed when 
humans or experimental animals have been studied; this usually takes the form 
of prior approval of the research proposal by an independent and reputable 
panel. 
• Acknowledgement of funding sources and possible conflicts of interest must 
be complete, and author affiliations provided which reflect both the period of 
the study and the present situation.
• While priority is accorded from the date of publication of an article, not from 
its date of submission, both dates need to be given in the published version.
• Post-publication detection of errors and falsifications must always be retracted 
in the same journal. 
• Finally, there is a strong best-practice rule that studies addressing a particular 
question should not be broken up into a series of scattered short publications, 
but preferably be presented once as a full description of the work and its 
results.  
Research publishing in early 2000s  
The (first) Academy of Science of South Africa (ASSAf) Consensus Report on Research 
Publishing in South Africa (http://research.assaf.org.za/handle/20.500.11911/49) 
released in 2006 began with the words ”SA occupies the paradoxical position in 
the arena of research publishing of being a dwarf internationally and a giant on 
the African continent”. It went on to report that about 3 500 papers with at least 
one South African author address were indexed by the then Institute for Scientific 
Information (ISI) in 2000, representing about 0.5% (5 in every 1 000) of all papers in 
the three major databases of that system, covering approximately 5 500 selected 
international journals in science, engineering and medicine, 1 800 in the social 
sciences, and 1 200 in the arts and humanities. Research journals published in SA 
constituted only 19 – 23 (depending on the year) of the indexed journals in these 
combined databases in 2002 – 4 (just over 0.2%, or 2 – 2.5 in every 1 000) containing 
about 350 papers of the ISI total for the country (1 in every 10), and the rest of 
Africa, only two titles. An analysis put SA’s share of world citations in this database 
at 0.31 (just over 3 per 1 000) for the period 1997 – 2001, while only 0.15% (1.5 per 
1 000) of the 1% of top-cited articles had one or more South African addresses. 
Contemporaneous surveys of the total number of potentially publishing researchers 
(academics) in the country was put at just under 16 300. The actually publishing 
researchers in this group were the producers of the 3 500 ISI-indexed papers per 
year mentioned above, as well as the approximately 3 500 that were not ISI-indexed 
but were accredited by the then Department of Education (DoE: until 2009, when 
it became the Department of Higher Education and Training (DHET)). On average, 
about 0.4 papers were published in these accredited journals per academic post-
holder per year.
Original brief for the first consensus study
Following the closure of the erstwhile Bureau for Scientific Publications (BSP) and 
the accompanying termination of the policy of state subsidisation of a small 
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number of selected flagship research journals, ASSAf signed a contract with the 
then Department of Arts, Culture, Science and Technology (DACST) in December 
2001. The contract required ASSAf to recommend and support a new strategic 
framework for SA’s research journals, on the basis of evidence and comparative 
information.
Two key points of departure
The first point of departure of the journals project was that science publishing should 
take place inside SA on a significant scale, because of the beneficial effects this 
had on the research system:
• Active participation of South African scholars in editing journals (both as 
editors and as members of editorial boards), and in refereeing/reviewing and 
improving submitted papers.
• Networking local scholars and their research students through research 
publication, in a working context smaller than the massively diffused 
international system.
• Facilitating the contribution of South African research and scholarship to the 
general body of scientific knowledge.
• Reflecting local focus, depth and strength in particular fields, thus 
showcasing the country’s scientific activity in a concentrated way.
• Allowing the context and potential impact of original research papers to 
be highlighted through professional editorial enrichment of the content in 
terms, inter alia, of peer analysis, background review, and evidence-focused 
correspondence.
A second point of departure was that local publications should be of high quality, 
and should therefore meet a number of important specifications:
• They should be competently edited (by an editor(s) supported by an effective 
editorial board), with proper peer review (by more than one peer expert in 
each case) done for two purposes: (1) objectively to recommend Yes/No 
decisions on publication, and (2) to improve the papers concerned through 
their expert comment.             
• They should also be published regularly and frequently (such as at least quarterly 
per annum), in order to build up habits of regular reading and contributing on 
the part of practising academics/researchers (a criterion emphasised by the 
ISI in assessing the value of a proposed inclusion in their databases is whether 
the journal appears regularly, ‘on time’, purportedly reflecting a good volume 
of submitted, acceptable papers.)     
• Each issue should contain enough articles to further  and broaden the under-
standing of readers more than would happen through the reading of singly 
reprinted/downloaded articles.
• The financial viability of journals should be guaranteed through a reliable and 
sustainable set of revenue streams. 
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• Journals should showcase the South African scientific enterprise.
• Journals should have a wide local and international distribution, and seek to 
achieve recognition through listing on a reputable database (such as ISI), as 
well as through online publication (both accompanying print versions, or as 
the sole modality).
The importance of the second point of departure was that in principle it established 
pre-conditions for the validity of the first; this cannot be over-emphasised, as all 
or most of the arguments for in-country research publishing become counter-
arguments for not investing resources of time, effort and money in this area, if the 
journals that are published in the country are of poor quality in the context of the 
criteria listed above.
Some relevant and significant findings of 2006 Report  
 
The focus of the first bibliometric chapter was on research articles published in 
journals indexed in the three citation indices of the ISI system – the Science Citation 
Index, the Social Sciences Citation Index and the Arts and Humanities Citation Index 
– which at the time was the most widespread and well-recognised approach to the 
bibliometric assessment of journals in relation to international standards.  As a group, 
the ISI-indexed set of journals represented an elite body of internationally influential 
research publications, but was not an anywhere near-comprehensive cataloguing 
of the entire world’s research journals, nor of all peer-reviewed journals. The reason 
for this was that it was ISI’s intention to index that part of the journal literature that 
exerted disproportionate influence (measured exclusively by citation impact, the 
number of citations generated over a two-year period following publication), 
based on Bradford’s Law of Scattering, which asserts that a relatively small group 
of journals will account for the large majority of important and influential research 
findings in a given field. 
All South African publications indexed by ISI in 106 selected research disciplines 
were analysed with a view to identifying the absolute numbers of articles published 
in each discipline, and establishing trends over four five-year periods stretching 
from 1981 to 2004.  Three disciplines produced more than 1 000 publications in 
the period 2000 – 2004: plant sciences (2 182 publications), animal sciences (2 108 
publications) and environment ecology (1 187 publications). The fastest-growing 
disciplines were clinical immunology and infectious diseases (+ 967%), and the 
public health and health care sciences (+ 891%, starting, however, from a relative 
small basis of 23 publications during 1981 – 85). 
Citation rates for different disciplines are known to vary, inter alia, as a function of 
the total numbers of articles published and the typical length of bibliographies. 
The average citation rates of world publications was determined in each of the 
same 106 disciplines, varying from 0.10 (art and architecture) to 14.66 (cell and 
developmental biology). The impact of South African articles relative to world 
output per scientific discipline (defined as the citation impact for the country’s 
discipline divided by the citation impact of the world for the particular discipline) 
was also determined for each discipline and for a number of aggregated groups 
of disciplines within this set: in only 22 disciplines did South African articles have a 
relative impact equal to, or higher than the world impact. 
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In terms of the number of journals indexed as emanating from individual countries, 
SA with 20 journals shared position 26 with Sweden, far behind the United States 
of America (USA) with 2 288 indexed journals; Egypt and Kenya from the African 
continent had one journal each. 
In summary, the bibliometric analysis of South African publications in the ISI system 
pointed to a clear need for support of selected local journals to improve and 
entrench their position in the ISI system, and the existence of possible opportunities 
for locally published journals in a number of new areas which needed however, 
to be carefully contextualised in terms of their potential appeal to international 
authors, as well as to South African scholars willing to transfer their ‘international’ 
papers to high-quality local journals.
The second bibliometric chapter of the 2006 Report was essentially the precursor 
or baseline of the new 2017 Centre for Research on Evaluation of Science and 
Technology (CREST) study. The broad-based bibliometric analysis presented a 
general picture of South African journals as being differentiated into several 
categories: a small cluster of South African journals (both ISI and non-ISI, mostly in the 
natural and health sciences, but also in some of the social science and humanities) 
that had ‘acceptable’ impact factors, recorded moderate to high citations from 
non-South African authors, and generally presented an ‘international’ profile. At 
the other extreme, there was a substantive cluster (perhaps affecting as many as 
half of all South African journals) that did not have any international visibility in that 
articles in these journals were not cited at all outside SA, and the production of 
content was often dominated by one or two institutions, and in some cases, by the 
same institution (or department) that published the journal. 
Editors’ opinions and related information 
As a significant process of targeted consultation with a constituency that had a 
large stake in the future of research publishing in SA, a questionnaire was sent to 
the editors-in-chief of all journals accredited by the then DoE. Of the 213 journals 
captured in the database, five journals were listed in the International Bibliography 
of the Social Sciences (IBSS), and 15 in the ISI databases, while the other 193 South 
African journals were accredited only by the DoE.
All but two of the journals had a functioning editorial board, mostly comprising under 
20 members and turning over every 2 – 5 years. In almost all cases, independent 
multiple peer review was used to assess the acceptability for publication of 
submitted articles; two or three peer reviewers were usually appointed per article. In 
most cases, peer reports were from two to three pages, which in the circumstances 
of skilled, voluntary work of this kind suggested that considerable care was usually 
taken in carrying out the review and reporting on it. A core panel of peer reviewers 
was maintained by 141 of the 213 editors, of whom 171 reported that they used 
a ‘blind’ peer-review system of anonymous referees. Seventy journals regularly 
published a full list of contributing peer reviewers. The most negative finding out 
of a mostly positive outcome was that the overall acceptance rate for submitted 
articles was over 70%, although in more than half of these cases, minor or major 
revisions were first required. While a high acceptance rate is compatible with good 
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quality in a journal, the generalisation can safely be made (and is in fact made 
by most reputable journal indexing systems and by most scholars) that journals 
attracting a large number of articles will be more selective in their acceptance 
rates of the articles they do (or can) publish. Peer review of an entire journal was 
not practised in a single instance. 
Most journals were published bi-annually and this was closely followed by those 
appearing annually or quarterly. The survey was unable to distinguish whether 
infrequent publication was caused by financial stringencies or cost considerations 
in general, and/or by lack of sufficient articles of sufficient quality or of editorial 
time, or combinations of these and other factors. 
A majority of locally published journals (about 55 – 60%) catered generally for the 
social sciences, social studies, law and education; many represented specialised 
sub-fields, but editors were generally unenthusiastic about the benefits of possible 
consolidation of titles to increase the flow of good manuscripts and the frequency 
of publication. Journals sourced their income from a mix of revenue streams, with 
the largest contributions coming from subscriptions (including charges levied for 
articles appearing on the Sabinet e-publications platform), subsidy (from various 
sources) and page charges, followed by advertisements and donations; the great 
majority had considerable difficulty in making ends meet.
Global e-publishing trends and their implications for South African 
research publishing – as perceived in 2006
The 2006 ASSAf Report was hopeful that the advent of affordable global connectivity 
via the World Wide Web could in principle virtually recreate the original mode where 
communication between groups of scholars in small but intellectually lively regions 
was inter-personal and near-immediate (1 650 to about 1 900 AD).  The succeeding, 
now over a century-old, branded, print journal-dominated mode was a response 
to specific conditions that existed prior to the Internet’s recent emergence. At the 
turn of the century, open access on the Internet and one-to-one or one-to-many 
cyber-communication were welcomed as potentially restoring the inter-personal 
and immediate mode of collegial scholarly communication and collaboration, this 
time on a global scale. But this hoped-for transition has not been a smooth one, far 
from it.
Some of the problems in developing the new publishing paradigm arose from 
the fact that the different functions of formal scholarly communication were not 
responding evenly to the potential for renewal offered by the Internet. These functions 
are generally accepted as being: registration, which allows claims of precedence 
for a scholarly finding; certification, which establishes the validity of a registered 
scholarly claim; awareness, which allows actors in the scholarly system to become 
and remain aware of new claims and findings, and also signals their availability for 
collaborative projects; archiving, which preserves the scholarly record over time; 
and rewarding, so that researchers benefit from their performance in the global 
science system. In 2006, these functions were still all performed by journal publishers. 
It was considered by the 2006 study panel that the growing dissatisfaction with the 
then-current system’s slowness, the crisis that had developed in the exclusionary 
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unaffordability of journals, geographic bias in peer review, and lack of flexibility 
could be overcome if the core functions were unbundled and performed by more 
role players in novel ways. There was a strong expectation that however this was 
achieved, twenty-first century researchers would expect to find all or most of their 
journals online, because online journals would be superior to print versions in terms 
of international reach, speed of publication, additional capabilities, reduced costs, 
convenience, searchability, linking and archiving. In fact, major publishers already 
regarded the paid-for online versions of their journals as the principal copies and 
print copies as a necessary inconvenience to be endured for another few years; 
huge infrastructure investments had been made and many publishers were in the 
process of digitising all their back copies. 
Two major cost issues were raised by the Internet revolution in research publishing: 
the costs of getting articles published, and the costs of access to published work 
(licences/subscriptions/infrastructure). Publishing costs in the online environment 
are generally significantly lower than print as a result of the greatly improved 
logistics of electronic peer review and the overall editing function, plus associated 
savings on printing, packaging and distribution.  The cost of (ongoing) investment in 
information technology infrastructure at the user end, however, and the absence 
of truly competitive market models at the publishing end, as well as the need for 
long-term preservation of the digital copies, created new problems, however. 
For example, the model of restrictive licensing implied multiple payments in 
that universities and research institutions paid for subscriptions as well as article-
processing charges, and additionally for copyright and other permissions to use 
the articles they need for teaching; indeed, they paid, directly and indirectly, for 
access to the journals in which their own research was published. The so-called ‘Big 
Deal’ subscriptions preserved the revenue streams of major multinational publishers 
but tended to take over the bulk of library budgets, leaving little money for other 
journals and for books, also feeding into an unhealthy cycle where important 
publishers were pushed to the side-lines, often becoming the victims of unnecessary 
takeovers. A healthy and widespread debate over these issues had brought new 
stakeholders to the table: university administrators, research funders, governments, 
and international bodies, who had begun to throw their weight behind the open 
access movement. The position taken by the Wellcome Trust was typical: “to fund 
research and give no thought to its dissemination is a job left unfinished; that is 
why the organisations which fund research have a vested interest in ensuring that 
the most efficient and effective method is used to disseminate that research and 
should contribute funding to that dissemination”.  
The value of open access lay in the fact that through maximising research access 
it maximised visibility, usage, uptake, impact and hence research progress; 
these had been defined as Early Advantage, Usage Advantage and Selectivity 
Advantage. The first applied to preprints and referred to the head start of articles 
which were accessible before being published; the second referred to increased 
downloads and citations, by anywhere between 25% – 30%; the third argued that 
if all research articles were in open access mode, researchers all over the world 
would be able to use and cite the best and most relevant work. Realisation of these 
utopian aspirations was unlikely in the short term, but significant benefits would be 
forthcoming if a determined attempt were made to implement as many of the 
necessary enabling reforms as soon as possible.
TWELVE YEARS LATER
8
Besides these compelling advantages for authors, and the advancement of 
science in general, open access was also likely to have the following additional 
benefits: 
• Greater visibility and promotion of the research output of institutions.
• More complete records of scholarship.
• Access for the wider public including teachers, students, tax-payers.  
• Alleviation of the serious access problems of the developing world.
• Creation of flexible and free re-use options for articles (open access articles 
may be read, downloaded, copied, distributed, printed, searched, linked 
to, and translated, as long as authorship is acknowledged and they are not 
used for profit-making.)
• International access to research generated in developing countries which is 
currently invisible to the developed world and which is important for research 
on global problems. 
• Mitigation of the budgetary problems of libraries all over the world, especially 
in the developing world. 
• Contribution to the digital preservation of scholarship.  
• A shift to competition for authors rather than for subscribers. 
• Facilitation of peer review and other forms of quality control by giving 
reviewers, supervisors and examiners easy access to all the papers referred to 
in a new manuscript. 
• Early reporting of failed research avenues or blind alleys.
The 2006 study concluded that strategic management of national publication 
policy should be aimed at the future, not at the present or the past. The application 
of national and institutional resources (people, energy, money) should be aligned 
as far as possible with the agreed strategic objectives. Nationally coordinated 
efforts would be required to provide infrastructural services cost-effectively (e.g. 
digital curation; shared negotiation for access rights (institutional and national 
subscriptions); aggregation of ‘atomised’ journals and of their editorial, subscription 
and production needs; aligned standards and possibly locations for digital 
repositories; and national harvesting of open access repositories). Encouragement 
and incentives would also be required for South African authors to publish in 
recognised open access journals by way of increased awareness and the provision 
in grants of cover for author fees. There needed, however, to be recognition of the 
fact that open access and other online initiatives merely made innovative and 
system-improving alternatives possible: for researchers to be willing to participate, 
a thoughtful and enlightened set of ‘carrot and stick’ incentives would be needed. 
Finally, there needed to be a strategic decision on the best balance between 
visibility in global terms and local relevance and capacity building.
Conclusions and recommendations of the 2006 study for a strategi-
cally enhanced role of research publishing in SA
The research-performing sector at higher education and other scholarly/scientific 
institutions was one which saw research journals as ‘core business’, with a huge 
stake in what is often called the ‘literature’. This was true across a wide spectrum of 
different disciplines and their own characteristic approaches to enquiry. What the 
needs all had in common were to: 
TWELVE YEARS LATER
9
• publish work in journals that were respected for high standards of editorial 
discretion, peer review and accurate presentation; reach the largest possible 
readership (preferably everybody who matters to the authoring scholar), in 
order to achieve the five core functions of registration, certification, making 
aware (inviting collaboration), archiving and reward-seeking; and
• stimulate and hone the scientific effort by requiring the periodic publication of 
completed parts of work in a format that requires extreme rigour, reproducibility 
of results, appropriate reference to the work published previously by others, 
robust interaction with critically constructive reviewers and editors, and a tight 
relationship between the evidence presented and the conclusions drawn 
from them.
In this sense, research journals were the life-blood of living and evolving science/
scholarship, whether they were print and/or online, and wherever they were 
published. Good textbooks and reviews could not be written in the absence of the 
published evidence and insight traceable in the ‘literature’. Publications were the 
quality-assured ‘open domain’ of continued scientific progress through verification 
by others, (occasional but necessary) retractions and errata, citations and cross-
references, and the building up of ‘bigger and more accurate pictures’, always 
subject to the test of ‘consistency with hypothesis’. 
International journals (i.e. those that were listed and indexed in important databases 
used internationally, and/or those which were distinctly international in terms of 
article authorships and circulation to subscribers and libraries) presented attractive 
targets for South African researchers who sought the publication functionalities 
described above. Most attractive, of course, were the journals with high impact 
factors, nearly all published in the USA and in Europe, which enjoyed the highest 
degree of visibility and the most emphatic attainment of core functionalities. In these 
circumstances, the issue of developing countries being or becoming significant 
publishers of (local but internationally accessible) research journals required urgent 
attention, as SA was aspiring to be precisely such a ‘bigger producer’. Clearly, South 
African journals could satisfy many of the needs of local (as well as international) 
researchers if they met the listing and indexing criteria of international databases 
such as those of the ISI, but many features of the local system plus gate-keeping 
bias against developing countries could prevent many South African journals not 
currently listed/indexed from becoming ‘international journals’ defined in this way. 
Good local journals that do achieve admission are able to provide ‘double value’ 
to local scientists/scholars in combining the virtues of international indexing with 
those of playing a significant local role. The importance of visibility of publications 
could not be exaggerated; in a haystack of hundreds of thousands of items, the 
proverbial needle must be found by as many as possible of the people to whom 
the author(s) was speaking, wittingly or unwittingly, locally or internationally. Such 
visibility was maximised by the use of indexed journals, by publication in high-
profile/impact/circulation journals, or in widely read, focused, mono-disciplinary, 
usually large-size journals; and/or by e-publication in open access mode, in journals 
or repositories that are amenable to intelligent search and harvesting by a wide 
variety of users.
What the local research community strategically required of the national publishers 
of research journals was that they should aspire to the same quality as their 
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international comparators, through editorial best practice and the use of a mix 
of both international and local reviewers, tested and tried by the editor(s) for full 
compliance with best practice peer reviewing. Local journals, besides their print 
versions, should provide electronic access (preferably in open access mode) 
to ensure the widest distribution of potential readers, and should provide the 
enrichment features that give them their special local value, namely:
• wide participation of the foremost South African scholars in publishing, 
editing and peer reviewing; 
• effective networking of local scholars and research trainees; 
• presenting local research to others in a high-impact way; 
• accessibly reflecting local focus, depth and strength in particular fields;
• professional enrichment and expert contextualisation of content; 
• fostering of disciplinary coherence; and
• maintaining and sustaining demonstrably high quality. 
Local journals should further seek indexing in international databases in order 
to enhance their impact, make themselves amenable to judicious bibliometric 
analysis, and enable our researchers to be internationally recognised, funded and 
generally connected. Local journals should also accept that peer review of their 
overall functionality and quality will be a natural component of the national system, 
ensuring that articles in local journals can be considered for most policy purposes 
to be, in effect and in context, broadly and reliably equivalent to those appearing 
in international journals. They would also represent a critical part of the national 
effort to train young scientists and enhance the quality and scope of research 
activity and innovation generally, distributed across SA.
The 2006 study concluded that the issue of the accreditation system of the then 
DoE would need to be addressed in the system. The accreditation step in respect 
of every single research publication, over which the DoE had complete control, 
fed decisively into the policy frameworks of other organisations such as the Council 
on Higher Education (CHE)/Higher Education Quality Committee (HEQC) (in terms 
of its functions of quality assurance of research and postgraduate training at higher 
education institutions (HEI)), the National Research Foundation (NRF) (for general 
grant-making and bursaries at the same institutions), the Department of Science 
and Technology (DST), the National Advisory Council on Innovation (NACI) and the 
scientometric compilers of annual science and technology (S&T) indicators (as one 
of the key determinants of output units), and the HEIs and science councils (in terms 
of internal planning and resourcing policies and reward systems), not to mention the 
journals themselves. In this sense, the accreditation function was critically important 
for the entire national system of innovation (NSI): it had to be credible, transparent, 
well-administered and generally promotive of higher standards and greater utility 
and significance, nationally and internationally. As in the institutional accreditation 
models of the CHE/HEQC, a developmental approach to the accreditation of 
research journals would require implementation through a combination of widely 
accepted best-practice guidelines and coordinated quality promotion, with 
periodic peer review and assessment against criteria that could meet the needs of 
all the users of the system as listed above. This would be deepened by the setting 
up of a quality assurance system for South African research journals, conducted 
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by ASSAf, and a general development programme for publishers, editors and 
reviewers coordinated and overseen by the Academy. 
The fact that a developing country had examined its research-publishing activity 
in fine detail, and particularly that this had been done partly through engaged or 
consultative research, partly through stakeholder consultation, and partly through 
the internal debates of a committed team brought together by ASSAf, may be 
significant in the global context. It may be an example of a country ‘pulling itself up 
by its bootstraps’, and contributing significantly to the global debate about critical 
issues in science in the modern era – the widening North-South divide, the problems 
of brain drain, and the crucial issue of whether developing countries (especially 
those located in Africa) can be more than passengers on the 21st Century train. 
Selected recommendations of the 2006 ASSAf Report
…………. that all stakeholders in the South African research enterprise should 
each in their own way support local/national research journals that actively seek 
to be of international quality and are indexed in an internationally recognised, 
bibliometrically accessible database, through following best practice in editorial 
discernment and peer review, including adaptations
• that address inherent problems and capitalise on technological innovations;
• that judiciously enrich content to promote coherence and value-adding 
functions; 
• that provide the local scholarly community with opportunities for 
participating in the full range of scholarship-enhancing activities associated 
with the process of publishing original research outputs; 
• that vigorously seek financial sustainability from multiple income streams; and 
• that accept systemic peer review and periodic audit which has a marked 
developmental focus.   
…………. that both high-level (Departments of Education and of Science and 
Technology, CHE/HEQC, NACI and NRF) and wide-ranging (higher education 
institutions, science councils) discussions be held to design a robust, well-informed 
and accountable mechanism for the accreditation of research journals (and 
probably also of books and other outputs of scholarship), that will meet the 
different although often convergent requirements of the multiple stakeholders in 
the national system of innovation. 
………….. that the proposed best-practice guidelines presented in Chapters 1 and 
6 of this Report be widely discussed under the aegis of the Academy of Science of 
SA, formulated into a concise readable document, and then publicly adopted by 
editors and publishers throughout South Africa, especially those relating to effective 
peer review and wise and appropriate editorial discernment. 
……………. that ASSAf be mandated jointly by the Departments of Education and 
Science and Technology to carry out external peer review and associated quality 
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audit of all South African research journals in 5-year cycles, probably best done in 
relation to groups of titles sharing a particular broad disciplinary focus, in order to 
make recommendations for improved functioning of each journal in the national 
and international system. 
……………. that the Department of Science and Technology takes responsibility 
for ensuring that open access initiatives are promoted to enhance the visibility 
of all South African research articles and to make them accessible to the entire 
international research community.  Specifically:
• online, open access (“Gold Route”) versions of South African research journals 
should be funded in significant part through a per-article charge system 
(possibly linked in the case of higher education institutions to an agreed 
fraction of output publication subsidies, and in the case of other research-
producing institutions to adapted budgeting practice), but publishers should 
still sell subscriptions to print copies and should maximise other sources of 
income to lower the article-charge burden;
• a federation of institutional open access repositories, adhering to common 
standards, should be established (“Green Route”), with resources made 
available to help institutions in the preliminary stage, this virtual repository to be 
augmented by a central repository for those institutions which are unable to 
run a sustainable repository; national harvesting of South African Open Access 
repositories should be undertaken as a matter of urgency, preferably by the 
NRF; and
• the importance of affordable bandwidth for research communications for this 
purpose be drawn to the attention of DST officials negotiating for better rates. 
 
…………… that a consortium of agencies be asked by the Department of Science 
and Technology to form a virtual “national research publications information and 
research centre”, probably best overseen by the Academy of Science of South 
Africa, which will continuously gather and analyse information on South African 
journals as well as on publications in foreign journals emanating from authors 
working in this country, following up on the studies presented in this Report and in 
the (rather few)  previous relevant publications. 
…………… that the Department of Science and Technology should assume 
responsibility for seeing to it that the South African science/innovation community, 
including itself and other government agencies,  becomes involved in  international 
action to promote the rapid but evolutionary development of a non-commercial, 
expanded, diversified and more inclusive international listing and indexing system 
for research journals, including those published in developing countries, within the 
evolving electronic knowledge-disseminating and archiving system.
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CHAPTER 2: 
CONCiSE REviEW OF THE 2009 
ASSAF REPORT ON SCHOLARLY 
BOOKS – MAiN FiNDiNGS AND 
RECOMMENDATiONS 
TWELVE YEARS LATER
15
Background
The present chapter summarises the second report, Scholarly Books: Their Produc-
tion, Use and Evaluation in South Africa Today (http://research.assaf.org.za/
handle/20.500.11911/73)) published by the Academy in 2009, dealing with the 
much less unitary, clear-cut and codified world of book publishing (monographs 
and book chapters), in and from SA; this is a much smaller (<5%) but highly 
significant segment of the research outputs of this sector. The report explored the 
special scholarly virtues of these non-periodical works, and the contributions that 
they make to the literature and to the general advancement of scholarship and 
science. 
A monograph was operationally defined as a non-fiction scholarly book, or a 
detailed, separate and documented treatise on a single subject, or class of 
subjects, or on one person, or a group of related subjects, usually written by one 
person. A collected work, by contrast, was defined as a book of originally separate 
works, such as a collection of research essays, poems etc., by an author (or different 
authors), selected for publication and brought together in one edited volume by 
an editor(s), who has/have to ensure that the individual contributions are of the 
highest quality and coherence, while the result is a work that is greater than the 
sum of its individual parts.
Main findings and recommendations
Publishing of scholarly books is carried out on a large scale by commercial 
publishers and university presses, and on a smaller scale by individual authors (‘self-
publishing’), and the so-called vanity presses (which are sometimes also called 
subvented book presses, where the author has to underwrite the publication of 
a book, usually but not always in the humanities). In addition, there has been a 
trend for certain European publishing companies that traditionally prepared 
theses and dissertations in book format for postgraduate students, to offer this 
service more widely and publish manuscripts in book format. These are not peer-
reviewed and cannot be considered as scholarly books. International trends in the 
production and use of scholarly books included declining numbers of published 
monographs, increasing costs and severe financial pressures, diminished provision 
in library budgets seeking to cope with rampant inflation in journal acquisition 
costs, and an increasing market-led drift to textbooks and reference works. Four 
major inter-connected trends were driving current and future developments in 
the field: concentration of publishing activity in a few multinational companies; a 
similar concentration of bookselling in a small number of multinational companies; 
globalisation of markets and dominance of English; and the rapid, often sequential 
introduction of new technologies. Access to information was a dominant issue, 
focused on the notion of free online (open) access through the World Wide Web, 
and/or changed delivery though the replacement of printed books by e-readers 
of advanced design.   
Book history has grown as a new discipline, exploring topics such as the multi-centric 
development of writing as a transition orality in human societies; technological 
shifts leading to the printing press; massification; and copyright. An important area 
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involves the inter-dependent roles of authors, authorship and authorial authority, 
leading to the idea of books as a platform for the development of ‘big ideas’ by 
individuals, in which the works of past or contemporary authors are critiqued and 
woven into new textures and concepts, displaying mastery of the relevant field, 
and authority in or over it. The place of publishers, printers, agents and booksellers is 
increasingly interposed between scholar authors and scholar readers, allowing the 
place of readers themselves to be analysed in new, much deeper ways. The power 
of good books is their ability to become part and parcel of diverse mental worlds, 
including the summative world of the accumulating scholarly literature.  
The Panel recommended that the publishing (or co-publishing) of high-
quality scholarly books (monographs and collected works) in South Africa 
and elsewhere should be strongly encouraged and supported because of 
the contributions that the kinds of ‘deep’ scholarship made possible by such 
publications can render to building the reputation and increasing the impact 
of the research system of the country. By the same token, writing books or 
contributing to collected works that are published by prominent publishers 
elsewhere is manifestly also to be encouraged and supported. 
Africa as a whole imported the great majority of its books, mostly from Europe and 
the United States, and produced only 2% of the world’s books whilst accounting for 
about 12% of world population. The limited overall book market on the continent 
was also negatively influenced by high levels of taxation (duties and sales taxes), 
poorly organised retail systems, first-language diversity, and sectoral inflationary 
pressures.
SA had the largest publishing industry in Africa, and academic publishing (only 0.75% 
of which comprised scholarly publishing) accounted for about 16% of the industry’s 
turnover of R408 million. Scholarly books required a significantly higher risk investment 
than other types of academic books, as economies of scale were unfavourable. 
The increase in co-publishing involving both a local and an international publisher 
took account of the combined advantages of local promotion and interest, and of 
international partnering with publishers who could both enhance the basic quality 
of a book and augment sales (and impact) outside the country. 
The then CREST database of monographs comprised 389 monographs produced 
between 2001 and 2006, authored by 689 authors and involving 195 publishers. 
The annual number of monographs submitted to the DoE for subsidy had declined 
since 2001, but had recently settled at an average of around 60 titles per year. 
The vast majority had been in the humanities (45%) and social sciences (37%), 
while slightly more than half had been published by overseas publishing houses. 
Half of the monographs published by South African publishers were published by 
commercial publishers, one quarter by university presses and the remainder by 
university research centres, science councils and other publishers.
The database of edited/collected works contained a total of 1 333 collected 
work titles (published by 535 publishers) which had been submitted for subsidy 
purposes between 2001 and 2006. The annual number of chapters in collected 
works steadily increased between 2001 and 2006; on average, there were about 
TWELVE YEARS LATER
17
220 collected works and 460 chapters per year, of which the vast majority were 
published in the fields of social sciences (47%) and humanities and arts (31%) The 
majority of collected works (78%) were published by overseas publishers, half of 
them commercial.
The CREST survey of top scholars in the country had re-affirmed the field-specific 
differences in personal assessment of the relative value of monographs and journal 
articles. Majorities of respondents in the social sciences and humanities indicated 
that they regarded their best monographs as better than their best individual 
articles. Respondents from the natural sciences were divided on this issue, with 
respondents from the health sciences and engineering indicating that they valued 
their best articles as being more important than their best monographs. Scholars in 
the social sciences and humanities appeared to cater for a wider audience than 
did those in the natural sciences. 
The Panel recommended that a national Scholarly Book Publishers’ Forum 
should be established under the auspices of the Academy, as a “companion” 
to the already existing National Scholarly Editors’ Forum relating to journals 
published in South Africa. It was further recommended that some form of 
organised and sustainable national book publishing support system be 
established to create a climate in which book publishing decisions can be 
made more free of purely commercial considerations. This could be linked to 
a system of regionalised and/or partially centralised consortial infrastructure 
to support the publishing of scholarly books and journals, which could include 
components for distribution and logistical infrastructure, co-publishing or 
other platforms for international marketing and promotion, and a national 
internet platform for open access publications. Alignment with library and 
repository functions at institutional and other levels could enhance the 
development of new kinds of organisations centrally focused on the core 
mission of scholarship.  
The Panel also recommended that the principle of maximising open access, 
already recommended by the Academy for scholarly journals, be extended 
as far as possible (and with careful attention to sustainable business models) 
to books published (or co-published) in South Africa, with the adoption of 
formats and technology platforms compatible with bibliometric requirements 
such as citation indexing and information-rich online features.    
While multiple peer review was generally regarded as the best possible, most 
practicable and affordable quality assurance mechanism for scholarly journals, 
its use for scholarly books touches on additional issues such as the purposes of 
publication which went beyond the matter of approving and improving additions 
to the literature. The complex modes of peer review involved in producing multi-
author books and collected works sometimes did include standard independent 
peer review of book sections, but more often  went beyond it to move into the 
domains of editorial discretion, in order to embrace issues such as initial author 
selection, reciprocal reviews of their contributions between different authors aimed 
at generating new syntheses, aggregate reviews of chapter sets by authoritative 
editors to assess the achievement, or not, of new syntheses, and even positioning 
in the marketplace based on scholarly rather than book-trade considerations. All 
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of these conform to what is meant by scholarly book peer review, and frequently 
demand considerably more time, effort and disciplinary maturity than do individual 
journal articles. 
An important form of peer review unique to books and collected works was the 
formal post-publication review usually placed in the open domain in journals, and 
often also in lay media such as newspapers and magazines. The gist and tone 
of such published reviews are significant determinants of the sales of the works 
concerned, and therefore of their dissemination in the scholarly community and 
the desirable discourse associated with it. 
The Panel recommended that attempts should be made to obtain 
the agreement of book publishers in South Africa to follow a generally 
accepted quality assurance system similar to the guidelines based on the 
recommendations contained in the Report. 
The evaluation of books as research outputs in the subsidy system promulgated 
by the then South African DoE’s Higher Education Branch had presented an array 
of operational problems including: What distinguished scholarly books from other 
books? What was their special contribution to scholarship, knowledge dissemination 
and the growth of new scholars? How could policy formulation foster their quality 
and impact? Recent subsidies awarded for book outputs under policy had shown 
a significant increase in subsidy units earned for books and book chapters (from 
201 in 2004 to 331 in 2006). 
Books and chapters in collected works in the social sciences and humanities were 
valued highly and recognised as essential modes of dissemination in these fields. 
Books in the social sciences and humanities generated on average three times 
more citations than did journal articles in the same fields. Interestingly enough, 
at least one study suggested that more citations to books originated outside the 
discipline in which the book was published (in this case sociology) than was the 
case with citations to journal articles in that field. Citations to books take longer 
to register (usually very few within the first two years after publication) and have a 
longer active citation life. Why are books more frequently cited? Three factors may 
be significant. In terms of substantive significance, books generally encompass a 
broader scope than do typical articles. The subject matter may also be ‘hotter’ in 
that only marketable/topical books are considered for publishing. Books tend to be 
written for wider audiences, and therefore have a larger catchment of potential 
citers. A search for citations in Google Scholar of the 332 South African-authored 
monographs in the database showed that just over half of these books received 
citations, with an average citation rate of 8.47. The earliest titles (2001) received on 
average 12.64 citations. Monographs in the natural sciences received the highest 
average number of citations (22.31), followed by monographs in the social sciences 
(11.35). Monographs published by foreign publishers received on average more 
citations (11.73) than did those published by local publishers (4.65). 
The Panel recommended that apart from the requirement for independent 
peer review, and the application of the proposed typological criteria (See 
below), public policy in respect of the publication of scholarly books should 
also be based on an additional set of parameters:
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• No systematic distinction should be made between scholarly books 
published or co-published in South Africa and those published in foreign 
countries.
• Doctoral dissertations should not be categorised as ‘scholarly books’ 
unless they fully conformed to one of the type categories:
- An extensive and scholarly treatment of a topic by one or more 
(few) scholars, largely comprising significant and original (own) 
research, embedded in relevant literature;
- An extensive scholarly exposition by one or more (few) scholars of 
the available literature on a topic, from a position of demonstrable 
authority, which makes a significant conceptual or empirical 
synthesis that advances scholarship;  
- A collected work (book), assembled by one or more (usually many) 
scholars in a field(s) or group of related fields, which as a planned 
group of individually peer-reviewed chapters by appropriately 
qualified authors generates a new conceptual synthesis that 
advances scholarship; and
- A collective work (book), assembled by one or more (usually many) 
scholars in a number of related fields, in which the individual authors 
have noted and reviewed each other’s chapters and adapted 
their contributions to generate a new conceptual synthesis that 
significantly advances scholarship.
• ‘Advanced textbooks’ or ‘professional handbooks’ should also not be 
categorised as scholarly books unless they fully conformed to one of these 
type categories. 
• General (or undergraduate) textbooks should not be regarded as 
scholarly books.
• The minimum size/scope of a scholarly book should be expressed in 
words and not in (final printed) pages; a threshold of 60 000 words was 
proposed, subject to the discretion of legitimately identifying exceptions 
where an extended analysis or argument and its evidential development 
has been achieved in a smaller word-frame.
• The weighting of a book relative to a journal article should be upgraded, 
to regard an entire book of at least 180 000 words as having a value 
10 times that of a single journal article, one of 120 000 words as having 
7.5 times that value, and 60 000, five times, in proper recognition of the 
special scholarly contribution of book-based publications that conformed 
to one of the four proposed types.  
• The rules of fractional apportionment of earned sub-units to the (South 
African) institutions of contributing authors should be applied as for journal 
articles.
• The approach to scholarly books taken in this Report could usefully be 
taken as a point of departure in any approach to the evaluation of 
conference proceedings. 
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The Panel further recommended that the editors of South African journals 
should endeavour to commission post-publication (peer) reviews of any 
scholarly books published in their areas of focus in South Africa, as soon 
as possible after their publication. This was combined with the suggestion 
that the possibly beneficial effects of the prescribed and unprescribed use 
of scholarly books in both under and postgraduate teaching and learning 
be studied, and the lessons learnt applied in general higher educational 
practice. In addition, it was recommended that a wide-ranging project be 
initiated by the national DoE and the provincial education authorities that will 
sharply increase the exposure of teachers, teachers-in-training and learners to 
locally published scholarly books that present some of the country’s foremost 
scientific work in accessible form, and are effectively linked to the media. 
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CHAPTER 3: 
ROLL-OUT OF SCHOLARLY 
PUBLiSHiNG PROGRAMME 
2007 – 2018
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Introduction
The 2006 ASSAf Consensus Report on research publishing in and from SA was 
presented to the DST, and the DoE Higher Education Branch, later DHET. Advice was 
sought as to how implementation might proceed if these government departments 
accepted the recommendations, individually or as a complete set, as being in the 
interests of the country and the NSI. In the case of the DST, the recommendations 
were accepted as a starting point for further investigation and judicious roll-out by 
the Academy itself, supported by Parliamentary funding as a multi-year project 
(the Academy’s Scholarly Publishing Programme, (SPP)) overseen by the DST as 
part of its annual or triennial oversight functions. The DHET did not commit funds 
but was willing to consider some of the Academy’s recommendations as part of 
its policy development functions, notably in connection with the subsidisation of 
research outputs produced by HEIs. [Note: Some DHET funding was provided for 
the SPP to cover specific activities of this nature in the years 2015 to 2017).    
Once it was clear that the Academy had been effectively tasked with the 
implementation of the recommendations of its consensus reports, an oversight 
committee was established in 2007, the ASSAf Committee on Scholarly Publishing 
in South Africa (CSPiSA). Terms of reference were drafted and approved, within 
the ambit of policy for Academy standing committees. The committee in essence 
was a two-way channel between operational activities (See below) and the ASSAf 
Council, reporting to, and advising the latter on all matters within its sphere. The 
committee advised the Council to set up a SPP with dedicated staff led by a full-time 
Director/Manager, Ms Susan Veldsman, who was appointed in 2008.  Over time, the 
staff complement was increased to keep pace with the new developments, to be 
described below. Successful use was made of the DST/NRF internship system, both 
to provide useful training and career opportunity for the young people involved, 
and to recruit some of them on a long-term basis for the SPP. 
Review of the SPP project areas
National Scholarly Editors’ Forum
The idea for a national forum of scholarly editors arose as one of the key 
recommendations of the Academy’s Report on a Strategic Approach to Research 
Publishing in South Africa (2006). In essence, the report concentrated its focus on 
the strengthening of both the quality and the global visibility of scholarly articles 
published in SA, the first through a combination of the adoption of a code of best 
practice for peer review and editorial discretion, and a system of Academy-led, 
discipline-grouped peer review of locally published journals; the second was to 
promote these quality-directed measures combined with a strong push for an open 
access approach to dissemination.  Without the involvement of a well-functioning 
and highly participatory national forum of the editors-in-chief of South African 
scholarly journals, these goals could not be achieved. 
The National Scholarly Editors’ Forum (NSEF) was formally launched in Pretoria 
on 25 July 2007. A large number (110) of journal editors and other recognised 
stakeholders became the founding members of the forum, which was to be both 
TWELVE YEARS LATER
24
an annual meeting and a virtual consultative body, participating in a community 
of best practice and helping to build consensus around the road ahead for local 
scholarly publishing. 
Since 2007, a well-attended meeting of the NSEF has been held every year in 
various locations, usually in two phases, an open forum with open invitations, and 
a closed meeting for editors only. Approximately 100 editors of scholarly journals 
have participated in each of these meetings, which have had many significant 
outcomes: 
• A mandate was given to sustain the forum as a consultative and advisory 
body managed by the Academy, and suitable terms of reference were 
drafted and adopted.
• A Code of Best Practice in Scholarly Journal Publishing, Editing and Peer 
Review was drafted and adopted.
• A mandate was given for the envisaged quality assurance regimen of 
the Academy, based on comprehensive ‘long cycles’ of peer review of 
discipline-grouped titles on the basis of agreed criteria that reflected a 
developmental and not punitive approach. 
• Plenary consultations were also held on many key topics such as the 
government subsidy of research outputs, copyright issues, book reviews and 
other forms of enriched content, open access conversion, open source 
software, and economies of scale in publishing logistics, authorship and 
unethical and predatory publishing.
Forum members receive regular communiques updating them on the work of the 
SPP within the Academy. Updates on policy, news articles and trends pertaining 
to scholarly journal publishing are sent regularly. Emails are also sent promoting 
high-quality scholarly journal publishing. The Code of Best Practice in Scholarly 
Journal Publishing, Editing and Peer Review (https://www.assaf.org.za/index.php/
programmes/scholarly-publishing-programme/national-scholarly-book-publishers-
forum-nsbpf) has been updated after consultation with a group of editors from the 
NSEF.
Peer review of discipline-grouped scholarly journals, and SA 
database of accredited scholarly journals 
During the launch meeting of the NSEF, participants supported ASSAf and the CSPiSA 
in taking the lead in the implementation of a globally unique system of quality 
assurance for the country’s journals that are accredited and subsidised by DHET. 
This system took the form of ‘broad’ discipline-grouped peer review carried out by 
purpose-appointed peer review panels (PRPs) drawn from the ranks of researchers 
and experienced scholars in and around the fields concerned in each case, as 
well as persons with practical (technical/professional) publishing experience. 
The process and review criteria comprise a thorough evaluation of questionnaires 
completed by the respective editors, and three independent reviews of individual 
journals by peers, solicited and on receipt synthetically ‘anonymised’ according to 
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the criteria by the PRP concerned. At the completion of the peer-review process, 
the panels concerned make recommendations for approval and open-domain 
publication by ASSAf. Particular attention is paid to reaching agreement on 
recommendations in respect of: 
(a) an invitation to the publisher/editor to join the Scientific Electronic Library 
Online – South Africa (SciELO SA) platform (See section 4 below); 
(b) a recommendation to the DHET on accreditation in its list of non-indexed 
South African journals (See ‘Note’ and section 5 below); 
(c) if not recommended, suggestions for improvement that if successfully 
implemented would make it possible on re-review to issue an invitation and/
or make a recommendation for DHET listing; 
(d) suggestions for improvement or enhanced function, generally. 
[Note: The DHET maintains a list of South African journals that meet the criteria 
set out in its research outputs subsidisation policy; there are currently 276 
locally published accredited scholarly journals on this list (in total there are 
320 accredited South African journals which includes the journals listed on 
other accredited indexes). The updated list is released in January each year 
and includes journals listed in the following indexes: Web of Science (WoS) 
(previously ISI), IBSS, titles at Level 2 of the so-called Norwegian list, SciELO 
SA, and Scopus, as well as many local journals that are accredited by the 
department itself using a variety of approaches (to be discussed in detail 
below). From year-to-year, South African journals still appearing on the 
above approved indexes are automatically accredited; the DHET does not 
participate in any way in the processes for inclusion of journals onto these 
approved indices (locally or internationally). South African journals which 
do not achieve inclusion in any of these indexes must continue to meet the 
criteria for accreditation in the DHET list – to this end, the DHET periodically 
samples journals to assess if they continue to meet the criteria. 
 ASSAf also maintains a database of South African journals (the A-Z 
database). The A-Z database includes not only the South African-accredited 
journals, but also journals listed in other international indexes not on the DHET 
approved list. The database has 320 journals including 70 journals indexed in 
SciELO SA, 42 in IBSS and 133 in Scopus.]
A total of 145 journals were peer reviewed by ASSAf PRPs between the period 
2010 and 2014, 19  journals were reviewed under the grouping of  Agricultural and 
Related Basic Life Sciences in 2010; 12 under the Social Sciences and Related Fields 
grouping in 2010; 23 in the Religion, Theology and Related Fields grouping  in 2013; 
36 in the Health Sciences and Related Medical Fields heading in 2014; 24 in the Law 
and Related Legal Fields grouping in 2014; 31 in the Humanities I: Literature group 
(Classics, Literature and Languages) in 2014; and 16 journals in Architecture, Built 
Environment and Engineering in 2018; and Humanities II: Visual & Performing Arts 
with ten journals (http://research.assaf.org.za/).
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There are two journal groups that are currently still under review, including 
Communications and Information Science with 15 journals. The reviews took place 
in 2016 and editors were asked to provide information for the review period from 
2013 to 2015. The remaining five groups include: Economics & Business Management 
with 28 journals; Politics, History & Philosophy with 25 journals; Education with 17 
journals; Mathematics & Natural Science with 22 journals; and Other Disciplines and 
Multidisciplinary with 32 journals: the reviews for these groups will take place from 
2018 onwards.
ASSAf was mandated by the DHET to review small numbers of titles, from a variety 
of disciplines, put forward for accreditation in ad hoc peer reviews. Eighty-three 
journals were reviewed in such peer-review processes, adapted from the discipline-
grouped panel reviews, between the years 2010 and 2015: a total of 31 journals 
were not recommended for accreditation and 52 were not recommended for 
SciELO SA. Some of the latter were nevertheless accredited by the DHET as the final 
arbiter; for example, five journals were not recommended in 2012 but were added 
to the DHET list in 2013, while four journals were not recommended in 2013, but were 
added to the list in 2014.
The A-Z database and the journal peer reviews have revealed interesting variations 
in the use of article-processing charges (APCs), also known as publication fees or 
page charges, by locally published journals. Of the 320 journals in the database, 
115 journals charge APCs, 145 do not, and there is no information on charges for 60 
journals. The APCs range from R80 per page to R6 000 per paper.
There are 91 journals published by commercial publishers including AOSIS, Elsevier, 
Juta, NISC, Routledge, Sage, Springer, Taylor & Francis, and Wiley. 
Of the 320 journals on ASSAf’s list, 306 are currently active while 15 journals have 
either been officially discontinued, or there is no information about the journal on 
the journal’s website, or it was last published three or more years ago.
[Note: The qualitative results of the 145 journal reviews conducted by ASSAf* 
have been compared with the results of the new ASSAf-commissioned 
quantitative study of all accredited local journals over a ten-year period 
conducted by CREST and presented in its concise version as Chapter 5 
of this second ASSAf Report on research publishing in SA. The degree of 
consistency of the qualitative review outcomes with the mainly quantitative 
bibliometric approach is assessed in Appendix 1of this report.]
In April 2017, the Ethiopian Academy of Sciences published a report on National 
Journal Evaluation and Accreditation: A Strategy for Standardising the Rating of 
Scholarly Performance in Ethiopia whereby they acknowledge that developing 
countries such as Ethiopia can only survive in today‘s highly competitive globalised 
world if they ensure production of a skilled, competent and professional workforce 
that can lead such an economic and social transformation in the right direction. 
In this regard, the country‘s HEIs, as well as other research institutions, should play 
a leading role by conducting high-quality scientific research of national relevance 
in diverse fields, and by disseminating critically reviewed, high-quality research 
* See Appendix 2
TWELVE YEARS LATER
27
outputs in large quantities. One of the well-established means of assuring high-
quality research and the outputs thereof is to conduct periodic and sustained 
evaluation of the research dissemination platforms, notably scientific journals, 
using objective criteria. The Ethiopian methodology for evaluating the journals was 
based on the ASSAf process and is in line with the South African recommendations 
made in the ASSAf 2006 Report1.
National Scholarly Book Publishers’ Forum
The National Scholarly Book Publishers’ Forum (NSBPF) was established in May 
2011, in response to both the 2006 ASSAf Report on research publishing in SA (See 
Chapter 1) and the second ASSAf report on scholarly books, their production, use 
and evaluation published in 2009 (See Chapter 2). 
The NSBPF’s adopted terms of reference indicate that it is intended to be a 
significant stakeholder in the South African NSI, with a voice to help promote policy, 
publishing excellence and high visibility in the country’s research activities through 
the important medium of scholarly book publishing in and from the country. ASSAf 
is vested with the responsibility of maintaining and sustaining the forum and acting 
on its behalf as mandated by the membership. 
At the inaugural meeting of the NSBPF held on 27 May 2011, it was proposed 
that a task team is to investigate and submit a proposal on the establishment of 
a National Scholarly Book Fund to widen the scope of specifically scholarly book 
publishing in SA by removing or mitigating the inhibiting influence of commercial 
considerations otherwise unavoidable in publishing decisions in this sphere (an 
important and successful example of such a fund exists in Canada). It was argued 
that state intervention was needed to help increase the number and scholarly 
quality of research outputs in the form of books produced by public institutions, by 
subsidising the cost of individual titles, making scholarly publishing more sustainable 
by helping to offset high production costs, and keeping prices as low as possible. 
This would strengthen research activity in disciplines where the writing of books is 
associated with important forms of critical enquiry, where the resulting publications 
represent a major form of dissemination, and where the impact of the scholarship 
on society is particularly marked. 
Most, if not all, of the local publishers of scholarly books rely on a level of subsidy 
from their parent institutions or owners, despite immense pressure to break even 
or become self-sustaining in the face of overwhelming resource demands on 
research and educational institutions. Some have been successful in combining 
with reputable overseas publishers in order to co-publish South African books, but 
while this is advantageous it is not a systematic solution to the resource constraints 
described above. One local publisher (Human Sciences Research Council (HSRC) 
Press) has successfully developed an open e-access with payment-for-print copies 
model that appears to have potential for the wider dissemination of local research; 
the experience has been that print sales have increased from the availability of 
free, online versions of scholarly books. The proposal was submitted to the DHET, but 
no action has been forthcoming. 
1 https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B3G-wO6N-PHzWmFFS25keXJxamRVM0tyYmhNYTlnZmdIOTVB/view
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ASSAf assisted the DHET in the evaluation of scholarly books and conference 
proceedings for subsidy purposes in 2014 and 2015; the ad hoc PRPs (experts in the 
various disciplines) focused on content and quality whereas the DHET focused on 
technical compliance. Following this experience, the need was realised to establish 
a consensus view on peer review of scholarly books in SA, and this was initiated by 
gathering and circulating information on peer-review practices received from the 
local scholarly book publishers. The resulting document, https://www.assaf.org.za/
index.php/publications/best-practice-guides, published in 2017, examines what is 
considered scholarly work in book form, why scholarly book publishing is important, 
and why effective pre-publication peer review of scholarly books is necessary. 
Scholarly book publishers have on the whole been slow to explore a transition 
to open access models, due to the complexity and variety of open monograph 
publishing models. University presses are still being observed as income generating 
units within universities which put their existence under threat and the opportunity 
to benefit from the increased DHET Research Output Policy (2016) is very small as 
universities can decide how this subsidy should be applied and spent. 
Book titles of the University of the Witwatersrand (Wits) University Press have been 
accepted for consortium participation in Knowledge Unlatched. The basic 
concept behind this is a consortium where groups of libraries contribute to fund the 
publication of open access books. By sharing the costs, the libraries also share the 
risk. The consortium pays a fixed upfront fee which the publisher incurs and pays 
for the publisher to publish the book online under a Creative Commons license. 
Publishers are able to create enhanced versions of the books for sale. The cost to 
each library for a book depends on the size of the consortium.
AOSIS provides a comprehensive publishing service for scholarly research books. 
Book proposals are welcomed, particularly from Africa: monographs, edited 
collections, book series, reworked PhD dissertations and conference proceedings 
book proposals. Books are published in an open accessible format and peer-review 
processes are applied. Currently there are nine open access books published, 
mainly in the field of religion, but plans are to grow the titles in other subject fields.
SciELO SA 
SciELO SA is an important part of the SPP’s focus of improving the quality and 
increasing the global visibility of South African research, while making newly 
generated local knowledge freely available within the NSI. 
The implementation of this fully indexed, e-publishing open access platform, 
embedded in an almost 20-year old international system spanning many countries 
in South America, the Caribbean and Europe (Spain) was ambitious and has 
been (and will be more so in future) costly in terms of effort, time and money. It 
arose because a central recommendation of the 2006 ASSAf Consensus Report 
on research publishing was for the quality-controlled and government-supported 
publication of open access journals of sufficient quality to deliver local impact and 
international recognition. The report found that the great majority of South African 
journals had very limited international circulation, since most were not online 
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and print runs were small – the locally published literature was virtually invisible. 
[Sabinet’s e-publications service was not quality-assured or indexed, and was pay-
to-view, although it did undoubtedly help as a short-term measure.] The 2006 ASSAf 
Report accordingly proposed the creation of a fully indexed, national open access 
platform for hosting and profiling the best South African journals, possibly along the 
lines of the already established, multi-country SciELO platform in Latin America. 
It was envisaged that the platform would host only journals that had been peer 
reviewed and that appeared regularly with a critical mass of good articles, to 
profile the best of South African research and offer a base for increased South-
South as well as North-South collaboration. 
While the original focus of the SciELO platform had been the promotion of a largely 
non-English publishing system of a significant sector of the global South, ASSAf’s 
links with  other African science academies and the African Academy of Sciences, 
raised the possibility of extending the SciELO platform to other African countries 
falling in French, Portuguese and Arab, as well as English-speaking communities, 
in a broader effort to raise the profile of research publication on the continent. 
Since its inception in 1987 in Brazil, the online open access SciELO-indexed platform 
has been implemented successfully in another eight countries: Chile, Costa Rica, 
Colombia, Cuba, Spain, Mexico, Peru and Venezuela. SciELO SA was established 
in 2009, establishing the first open access platform (free to publish and free to read) 
on the continent, and this culminated with the certification of the platform as a fully 
operational collection indexed in the SciELO Network Global Portal in April 2013. 
The newly certified SciELO SA was launched on 22 July 2013. 
When the SciELO SA collection became independent the collection was hosted by 
Sabinet, which is the only service provider in SA that could provide the necessary 
high-speed South African National Research Network (SANREN) connectivity and 
broadband. Due to exponential growth in workload, some of the more technical 
aspects of the publication were outsourced to Caboverde Technological Services 
which has developed proprietary software for the automatic processing of the 
time-consuming aspects of the publishing system. A SciELO Planning Manager was 
appointed in 2014 to focus on the introduction of publishing of innovations, e.g. 
digital object identifiers (DOIs), Open Researcher and Contributor ID (ORCIDs), 
Directory of Open Access Journals (DOAJ) membership, the dark archiving of the 
SciELO journal issues with Portico, an Open Journal Systems (OJS) pilot project with 
six journals and the establishment of a Research Repository for ASSAf publications. 
ASSAf’s own South African Journal of Science (SAJS) was the first peer-reviewed 
journal to be placed in indexed, open access mode on the SciELO SA platform. By 
the time SciELO SA was launched in 2013, there were already 26 journals available 
on the platform, including titles such as the South African Medical Journal (SAMJ), 
the South African Journal of Education, Water SA and the South African Journal of 
Animal Science.
Open access does not equate to self-publishing – all articles conform to the 
traditional process of journal publishing, entailing critical reading by several peer 
reviewers who ensure that a rigorous standard of research is upheld. Each journal 
TWELVE YEARS LATER
30
considered for inclusion on SciELO SA is required to conform to stringent quality 
control standards, ensuring that only the best national journals are published online. 
Journals selected must first go through a rigorous process of quality appraisal in 
which journal accreditation by DHET is considered, as well as the PRP evaluations 
conducted by ASSAf. This ensures that the most reliable, credible and innovative 
research by SA’s top researchers will be available in full to any person with Internet 
access and the desire to learn, at no cost. Actual usage by scholars and scientists is 
monitored by the indexing system in various ways, including journal impact factors, 
and article citation and download statistics. 
Inspired by the global movement towards the implementation of online journals 
and pioneered by the SciELO project based in Brazil, SciELO SA focuses on 
strengthening the scholarly journal evaluation and accreditation systems in SA. 
All SciELO journals appear on the Web of Knowledge interface, which was until 
recently run by ThomsonReuters. 
The cost of maintaining and extending the SciELO SA collection is funded by DST and 
endorsed by DHET through its accredited indexes for the subsidisation of research 
outputs by HEIs (See above). According to the DHET Research Outputs Policy of 
2015, applicable to research from January 2016, journals in the SciELO SA Index are 
automatically accredited by the DHET. SciELO SA is the only South African index 
that is recognised by the policy. The DHET policy states: “All South African journals 
currently not listed in any international index are encouraged to seek inclusion in 
such indexes and meet the stringent criteria for high quality international journals. 
SA journals which do not achieve inclusion in any of these indexes and which 
continue to meet the criteria for accreditation to a separate list of South African 
journals, remain in the latter list” (pages 8 – 9 of the policy). 
SciELO SA has been included in the SciELO Citation Index which appears alongside 
the WoS Core Collection, so it profiles South African journals and provides South-
South as well as North-South usage and impact. It is important to mention that the 
pressure on the dominant Northern indexing systems brought about a recognition 
of the need for greater global inclusivity, and the addition of 1 500 journals from 
developing countries in the major indexes of the WoS. 
Through the increased activity on the platform over time, the visibility of South 
African journals has been greatly enhanced. For example, in December 2017, the 
site was accessed from over 200 countries and over 6 800 cities. Details of countries 
with the highest access rates provides a degree of strategic guidance on the 
potential sphere of influence of South African publications, as well as serving to 
highlight opportunities for future partnerships. Detailed statistics on the number of 
times a particular journal and even a particular article have been accessed are 
readily available. 
By January 2018, there were 72 titles in the collection and 23 192 articles had been 
included in 1 466 issues. Since its inception in 2009, the online collection of articles 
has been viewed via SciELO SA more than 1.7 million times. Of these views, 39% of 
the viewers were from SA, 8% from other countries in Africa and 3.5% from South 
America. 
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Being part of the larger international search engines, the journals have become 
far more visible. For example, the WoS indicates that SciELO SA articles are cited 
an average of 26 times per article. A journal such as HTS Theological Studies has 
received 2 460 citations via SciELO since 2009 and the South African Journal of 
Animal Science, 1 157, of which latter number 28.5% was from South American 
journals, indicative of a South-South connection that is developing in certain fields. 
The same journal’s Journal Citation Reports (JCR) impact factor rose from 0.365 
in 2008 (the year before the journal joined SciELO SA) to 0.678 in 2016. The nursing 
journal (Curationis) received 325 citations via SciELO, of which 50 (i.e. 15% of the 
total) were from South American countries. 
The international exposure of being part of the SciELO platform has also increased 
the number of submissions received. For example, the Journal for the South African 
Institute of Civil Engineering saw an increase from 32 submissions received in 2009 to 
203 received in 2015. During that time the journal’s impact factor has also increased 
from 0.093 in 2009 to 0.576 in 2016. 
The SAJS’s website indicates a more Northern audience whereas measured via 
SciELO SA the audience is more Africa and South-based. 
The SciELO network portal is fast becoming the most promising multinational journal 
indexing and publishing model in the developing world; it provides extensive 
opportunities for South-South collaboration between researchers. It is foreseen that 
eventually, after the ASSAf PRP evaluations are complete, more than 180 South 
African scholarly journals may be published on the platform. 
A Service Level Agreement has been signed by all the SciELO SA journals and all 
articles are preserved in Portico (a dark archive). Ninety-five per cent of the SciELO 
SA journals have been approved to be included in the prestigious DOAJ. DOIs are 
now included in all research articles. DOI is a unique persistent link and enables more 
inter-operability between databases increases searchability and inter-operablity 
within international databases. Journal editors are also urged to encourage their 
authors to register and use ORCID. The use of ORCID will be obligatory from 2019 
when participating in the ScIELO SA listing. ORCID is a nonproprietary alphanumeric 
code to uniquely identify scientific and other academic authors and contributors.
In the future the file format will change from SGML to XML to enhance international 
interoperability. 
With further funding, SciELO SA could gradually grow into a fully indexed, open 
access platform for high-quality journals from other African countries, as other 
good journals from the continent that comply with the evaluation criteria can be 
hosted on the platform. 
The research outputs-based institutional subsidisation scheme of the 
DHET
The DHET’s research output subsidisation policy for public higher education 
institutions has been in place since 2003; it constitutes an important government 
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funding stream designed to promote research capacity and activity in a way that 
rewards effort and permits the monitoring of progress or the lack of it. In outline, 
the core principles are more or less fixed but the manner of evaluation is regularly 
reviewed and updated on the basis of changing features of the global and local 
scholarly publishing system. 
The core principles (which can legitimately be considered developmental in the 
system in different ways) are that all accredited outputs are considered of equal 
merit; that outputs authored by staff at different local institutions are ‘fractionated’ 
(shared as fractions) proportionately between the institutions concerned; that 
multiple and independent peer review is mandatory; that the local journals must be 
national in character and not institutional fiefdoms; and that the annual numerical 
assessments are made public. The biggest changes in the policy have been the 
expansion of independent (i.e. not performed by the DHET itself) evaluation for 
accreditation from the original Thomson Reuters ISI indexes (later the WoS) to a 
number of other indexed or quality-assured collections (including the Academy’s 
own SciELO SA – See below).    
In 2014/2015, the DHET consulted with ASSAf regarding an updated policy, more 
especially on the further development of accreditation criteria. Subsequently, a new 
version of the Research Outputs Policy was published in 2015 for implementation 
from January 2016: (http://www.dhet.gov.za/Policy%20and%20Development%20
Support/Research%20Outputs%20policy%20gazette%202015.pdf).
The following extracts from the policy need to be quoted at this point for a proper 
understanding of this ASSAf report: 
 “This document, titled Research Outputs Policy (2015), outlines the criteria 
for the measurement and evaluation of research outputs of public higher 
education institutions (HEIs). The Research Outputs Policy (2015) replaces 
the Policy for Measurement of Research Outputs of Public Higher Education 
Institutions (2003), in its entirety. In line with the White Paper 3, a Programme for 
the Transformation of Higher Education (1997) and the White Paper for Post-
School Education and Training (2013) which outlines a “single co-ordinated 
higher education system” and “building an expanded, effective and 
integrated post-school system”, respectively; this policy applies to all public 
higher education institutions.
 The development of this policy was driven by the imperatives for transformation 
of the higher education system contained in White Paper 3, a Programme for 
the Transformation of Higher Education (1997), the National Plan for Higher 
Education (2001) and the White Paper for Post-School Education and Training 
(2013). As part of the strategic objective envisioned by the National Plan for 
Higher Education, this policy aims “to sustain current research strengths and to 
promote the kinds of research and other knowledge outputs required to meet 
national development needs” (Strategic Objective: Section 5, National Plan 
for Higher Education).
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 Section 4.4 of the White Paper for Post-School Education and Training (2013) 
states that “the focus of policy must be on growing research and innovation, 
improving the quality of research, ensuring coherence of the policy frameworks 
guiding these areas across the higher education and research communities 
and strengthening particular areas identified as important for national 
development”. 
2.2. The purpose of this policy is to encourage research productivity by rewarding 
quality research output at public higher education institutions. The policy is not 
intended to measure all output, but to enhance productivity by recognising 
the major types of research output produced by higher education institutions 
and further use appropriate proxies to determine the quality of such output. 
2.3. As a general rule, research output emanating from commissioned research 
or contracts paid by contracting organisations will not be subsidised by the 
Department.
Basic principles
 This policy serves as a tool for the distribution of research subsidy to public higher 
education institutions in South Africa. The Department subsidises institutions 
and not individual authors or academics. Institutions should be cautious of 
directly incentivising individual authors as this practice is promoting perverse 
behaviour in some cases.
Journals
 Journals refer to peer reviewed periodical publications devoted to the 
dissemination of original research and new developments within specific 
disciplines, sub-disciplines or fields of study. These include original articles, 
research letters, research papers and review articles. Journals must have a 
peer review policy. 
5.2 Only articles published in approved scholarly journals are subsidised. The 
Department will determine, in consultation with the sector, which lists of 
accredited journals and indices are approved in terms of this policy. The 
Department will issue, on or before 31 January each year, updated official lists 
of journals for each reporting year. In order to ensure stability of the system, 
approved lists will not change drastically from year to year or in a way that 
would cause confusion.
Inclusion of South African journal titles on the approved DHET list 
5.8 The Department of Higher Education and Training maintains a list of South 
African journals that meet the criteria set out in this policy. South African 
journals not appearing on the approved lists of journals, but meet the policy’s 
minimum criteria, can apply for accreditation. All South African journals 
currently not listed in any international index are encouraged to seek inclusion 
in such indexes and meet the stringent criteria for high-quality international 
journals. SA journals which do not achieve inclusion in any of these indexes 
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and which continue to meet the criteria for accreditation to a separate list of 
South African journals remain in the latter list.
Books and chapters in books 
[Note:  Presentations of the 2009 ASSAf Report on scholarly books and discussions 
of various kinds led to adoption of criteria for the ‘scholarliness’ of books 
(reflected below), as well as a gratifyingly substantial increase in the unit 
value of subsidy granted for book-form research publications.]
6.1  Books refer to peer reviewed, non-periodical scholarly or research publications 
disseminating original research and developments within specific disciplines, 
subdisciplines or fields of study. Only books that meet specified criteria in this 
policy may be subsidised. For the purposes of this policy, scholarly books are 
defined as follows: 
a.  An extensive and in-depth scholarly treatment of a topic by one or 
more scholars, largely comprising significant and original (own) research, 
embedded in relevant literature; 
b.  An extensive and in-depth scholarly exposition by one or more scholars 
of the available literature on a topic, from a position of demonstrable 
authority, which makes a significant conceptual or empirical synthesis 
that advances scholarship;
c.  A collected work, assembled by one or more (usually many) scholars 
in a field or group of related fields, which, as a planned group of 
individually peer-reviewed chapters by appropriately qualified authors, 
generates a new conceptual synthesis that advances scholarship; and 
d.  A collective work, assembled by one or more (usually many) scholars in 
a number of related fields, in which the individual authors have noted 
and reviewed each other’s chapters and adapted their contributions 
to generate a new conceptual synthesis that significantly advances 
scholarship.
Published conference proceedings 
7.1  Proceedings refer to a published record of a conference, congress, symposium 
or other meeting where the purpose was to discuss and disseminate original 
research and new developments within specific disciplines, sub-disciplines or 
fields of study. 
7.2  Only articles published in approved conference proceedings are subsidised. 
Approved conference proceedings are those which appear in approved 
conference lists or other approved indices or those which meet the criteria 
laid out in this policy. The Department will determine, in consultation with 
the sector, which lists or indices of published conference proceedings must 
be approved. It will issue, on or before 31 January, updated official lists of 
proceedings for each of these indices for each reporting year.”
TWELVE YEARS LATER
35
In September 2015, the Chairperson of ASSAf’s CSPiSA wrote to the DHET expressing 
concerns about certain aspects of the new policy. The Academy had hosted the 
NSEF on 9 September 2015, attended by 115 editors of DHET-accredited journals; 
two specific issues that pertained to the quality of journals had caused concern. 
The first was the proposed automatic accreditation of journals listed in the so-called 
Norwegian List (the Norwegian Social Sciences Data Services List (NSD List)), which 
currently contains about 27 000 journal titles which are assigned certain weights: 
about 2 000 are tagged as Level 2 (top-rated) and about 21 000 as Level 1, but 
the remaining 4 000 have not been rated and may thus not have been properly 
assessed. The upshot of calculations concerning locally published titles was that 
only 45 titles on the Norwegian List would have been assessed and many others 
accredited despite not having been assessed in an acceptable manner. The DHET 
replied that only Level 2 (high-quality) titles on the Norwegian List would in fact 
qualify automatically for accreditation. 
The ASSAf letter went on to address another aspect of the revised policy, the 
requirement that at least 75% of contributions published in the journal must 
emanate from multiple institutions. The issues regarding this criterion were whether 
this calculation would be by volume/issue, whether multiple authors of one article 
would be counted separately or together for this purpose; whether exceptions 
would be made for ‘theme’ issues, as well as whether appeals could be made on 
convincing academic grounds. The DHET in its reply explained that the 75% policy 
would be applied to each issue of a periodical, without exception, as a fragmented 
approach was not likely to work in preventing exploitation of the subsidy system.    
Open Journal Systems Pilot Project
OJS – developed by the Public Knowledge Project  – was the platform of choice 
when ASSAf was approached for hosting and publishing assistance by South African 
scholarly journals which – at the time (end-2015) – faced numerous challenges. The 
challenges included:
• being maliciously hacked by an international service provider, because of 
differences between the South African journal host and the service provider;
• difficulty in managing the communication and electronic workflow between 
the various role players and rotating editors; and
• limited online visibility in terms of journal governance and policy issues, 
required for purposes of being considered for inclusion in the DOAJ.
Four journals were originally identified for inclusion as part of the OJS pilot project, 
which was expected to run initially for one year; a fifth journal was added during 
2016. The pilot was in the end extended to two years (from 2015 to 2017). Being part 
of a pilot project exposed the journals to a certain degree of vulnerability, but at the 
same time, they were put into a better position than before, making the transition 
to OJS. Although all five journals were already online and openly accessible via 
SciELO SA when they joined OJS, SciELO SA did not allow for managing the workflow 
behind the publishing of the issues and articles. (http://journals.assaf.org.za) 
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Some initial training was presented to the editorial teams of all five journals, and 
gradually they became more competent and developed the necessary skills to 
manage their own journals in less than six months. All five journals are functioning 
independently at this stage, with the role of ASSAf being to host the journals on a 
Hetzner server, and providing support on an ad hoc basis. In addition to assisting 
the journals to become more independent, i.e. not relying on a commercial third 
party/publisher, the journals were also encouraged to revisit existing policies, 
workflows, and more. In order to guide the journals, ASSAf conducted an analysis 
of criteria for inclusion in indexes accredited by the DHET. The outcome was a self-
evaluation checklist, containing all possible elements that should be considered in 
order to qualify as a high-quality, open access scholarly journal. The change to OJS 
and revising the governance of the journals yielded scholarly journals of a higher 
standard, which have managed to address the challenges originally faced. Many 
of the processes previously conducted in a manual way were automated, reducing 
the chances of human error. The journals further subscribe to assigning DOIs, digital 
preservation, and the implementation of ORCID. Although the metadata still 
require some attention, and although many of the functionalities offered by OJS 
still need to be explored and implemented, the journals are already managed in 
line with the best scholarly journals worldwide. The OJS statistics feature offers great 
insight into the journal usage and impact, and it is complemented and enriched by 
Google Analytics ‘plugins’ linked to the individual journals. To further assist all South 
African journals, a wiki (now a Google website) was published to explain scholarly 
publishing concepts and list website links of value for future reference. (The A-Z wiki 
can be accessed from http://academyofsciencesa.wikispaces.com.) In addition 
to the training provided to the five pilot journals, ASSAf hosted numerous workshops 
throughout the country, and more recently one in Ethiopia. Currently OJS is offered 
as a service by ten South African HEIs. 
OJS is a federated system which can host multiple journals on one installation, 
and is currently the most popular open source journal managing system – open 
source supporting the philosophy behind open access. The added value is that it 
combines a journal web page and journal management system into one, following 
a template approach to make it easy for the editor/journal manager to populate 
the issues and to maintain them over time. The costs associated with such a 
journal-hosting service are minimal, with the greatest expense that of dedicated 
support, such as that currently offered by ASSAf in the form of an individual, being 
paid a salary. All other expenses taken into account, it should not cost more than 
R 6 000 per annum to host a South African journal. This pilot project provided much 
needed insight into the costs involved when publishing an open access journal 
using open source software.
The South African Journal of Science 
We consider it desirable that the history of one local journal over the last 12 years 
be described in full detail, to enable a proper understanding of the whole system 
to be gained. We have selected the SAJS as an appropriate exemplar as we have 
direct knowledge of its functioning. The SAJS has evolved during this time from 
a well-regarded but limited-reach, paper-based journal with an overall natural 
science focus into the much bigger, higher quality, entirely digital journal – open to 
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good papers from all empirical fields of enquiry – that it is today. The unavoidable 
shift to a digital landscape has enabled rapid expansion globally in terms of the 
visibility, searchability and accessibility of the journal, whilst alignment with the 
goals and activities of the SPP has kept the journal relevant to the strategic goals 
of scholarly publishing in SA and globally. The editors-in-chief who have steered 
the journal during ASSAf’s stewardship have been Dr Graham Baker, Prof Michael 
Cherry and Dr John Butler-Adam; Dr Linda Fick has served throughout as principal 
assistant, most recently as managing editor, and was joined more recently by Ms 
Nadine Wubbeling as online administrator.   
With continued dedication, one of SA’s oldest, continuously published journals is 
on a trajectory to becoming SA’s flagship multidisciplinary journal –  a Nature or 
Science for Southern Africa – which will not only showcase South African research 
to a global audience, but will also blaze the scholarly publishing trail for other South 
African journals. 
The SAJS was first published in 1903 as the Proceedings of the Annual Meeting of the 
South African Association for the Advancement of Science (now known as S2A3). 
The annual report became a monthly publication in 1947, and has in turn been 
published by MacMillan Journals in London, the Associated Scientific and Technical 
Societies of South Africa, the now-defunct Bureau for Scientific Publications of the 
also closed Foundation for Education, Science and Technology, and the NRF.
A nascent ASSAf assumed the role of publisher of the now bimonthly journal in 2002, 
and has since aimed to position the journal at the forefront of many of its initiatives 
to influence the future of scholarly publishing in SA. ASSAf’s role as publisher of 
the SAJS is critical to the strategic direction and successful implementation of its 
scholarly publishing and open access activities. Publishing the journal responds 
directly to one of ASSAf’s five strategic goals, namely the promotion of innovation 
and scholarly activity in SA. The SAJS also contributes indirectly to the broader NSI 
and development of a knowledge-based economy. 
ASSAf’s 2006 Report made two key recommendations with respect to the SAJS: 
• Develop a new cycle of vigorous multidisciplinary scholarly publishing for the 
SAJS.
• Establish the SAJS as a national asset of high quality.
Specific recommendations were to establish a new editorial model based on an 
editor-in-chief and a team of associate editors, and to widen the scope of the 
journal towards true multi, trans and inter-disciplinarity. 
Following these recommendations, the editorial model was changed in 2008 from 
that of a single full-time editor to a part-time editor-in-chief with ten disciplinary-
specific associate editors, including a Humanities & Social Sciences associate editor, 
thus paving the way for a wider scope of submissions and moving away from the 
historical, more natural science focus. Since then, the number of submissions in this 
field has grown considerably, warranting the decision in 2016 to expand from one 
Humanities & Social Sciences portfolio into two (each managed by an associate 
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editor). The numbers of submissions in these portfolios in recent years have far 
surpassed those in the physical sciences.
The editorial standard and quality of the journal have been consistently high, but 
– whilst never losing sight of that objective and having noted the broadening of 
focus – the content of the journal is not the primary focus of the present ASSAf 
report.
The year 2009 was a landmark year in that the journal became an open access 
publication, and was the first journal on the newly established fully indexed SciELO 
SA platform. Thereafter, the evolution to a purely digital publication was swift. 
In 2010, the journal adopted an online content management system for submission, 
peer review and publication. New electronic publishing file formats – such as HTML, 
XML and EPUB – were introduced thereafter, followed in subsequent years by 
the implementation of ORCIDs, DOIs and a suite of other digital publishing tools: 
CrossCheck, FundRef, CrossMark, Cited-by linking, text and data mining, citation 
export and social share buttons. These tools are not all noticeable by users, but 
behind the scenes, they function to ensure the interoperability of the journal and to 
optimise the visibility, accessibility, indexability and searchability of the content; in 
short – they extend the reach of the journal within the digital landscape. Increased 
visibility and accessibility is evidenced through a 93% increase in website views 
from 2013 to 2017. There were 73 000 visits to the website in 2017 (source: Google 
Analytics), with the top five visiting countries being South Africa (42%), USA (11%), 
India (5%), United Kingdom (5%) and China (4%). The journal was visited by 182 
countries in 2017.
With the focus shifted to developing the journal as an electronic publication, the 
print edition was downscaled and eventually discontinued altogether in 2016. 
Full digital issues (in PDF, EPUB and web formats) were introduced to replace the 
print version. Distribution of these full electronic issues – via the ‘Highlights’ email – 
has grown exponentially: from about 1 200 recipients in 2014 to 15 000 in 2017. In 
addition, the reach of a digital (open access) publication is far greater than that 
of a print copy, because of the ease with which it can be shared. Although it is 
impossible to measure the full reach and impact, electronic publishing has also 
enabled new-generation metrics such as views, downloads and the Altmetric 
score (which quantifies usage via mainstream and social media). These article-
level metrics have become favoured over the more traditional journal-level metric, 
the impact factor. Although not considered an indication of the quality of the 
journal, the WoS impact factor is also monitored, as one aspect of the usage of 
the content, and has steadily increased from 0.6 in 2008 to 1.0 in 2014, where it has 
hovered for the last three years. 
Although discontinuation of the print edition reduced production costs, the 
assumption that electronic publishing is free is false. The digital tools were acquired 
at a very reasonable cost; however, their usage also requires human resources, as 
each tool is implemented per article. Ongoing digital development of the Journal 
therefore required an expansion of capacity: the creation of a new position, online 
publishing administrator, in 2013. 
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The evolution to a digital publication also opened up options for sharing the 
content more widely – with the media as well as the public. Social media pages 
– Facebook and Twitter – were created in 2014 and have shown steady, albeit 
modest, growth. By the end of 2017, the journal had 1 639 Twitter Followers and 
1 265 Facebook Likes. The top Twitter post of 2017 had a potential audience of 
98 000 Twitter users. A formal communications strategy was developed in 2016 and 
is showing promise in terms of wider media exposure and science engagement. As 
a consequence of its scope and multidisciplinary, non-specialist style, the journal is 
ideally positioned midway in the spectrum that extends from specialist to popular 
to deliver South African science to the media and wider public in a manner that is 
both understandable and trustworthy. The strategy involves the above-mentioned 
Highlights emails – which include the table of contents, full issues, lay summaries of 
featured articles and media mentions – embargoed press releases and social media 
posts (with the creation of specific hashtags for wider exposure). The articles in a 
particular issue which receive the most interest – as determined through views, likes 
and reach (on the website, Facebook and Twitter, respectively) – are highlighted 
in the Readers’ Choice section. All mainstream news coverage of articles is shared 
under the SAJS in the News section on the website. In 2017, there were 42 news 
articles on research published in SAJS, with up to 28 000 ‘reads’ recorded for one 
of these news articles. An article on fossil cancer published in the July/August 
2016 issue – which featured in the Editors’ and Readers’ Choice appeared in the 
Altmetric Top 100 articles of 2016.
In parallel with the development of the journal into an electronic publication, the 
number of submissions continued to grow – from 220 formal submissions in 2009 to 
500 in 2015, stabilising at 400 – 450 in the last two years. In addition to the formal 
submissions via the online system, there are also up to 300 informal pre-submission 
enquiries annually. 
Unfortunately, the growth and development of the journal has not been 
accompanied by a comparable growth in the budget. In addition, the newly 
introduced tax on electronic services and the worsening dollar-rand exchange 
rate meant a larger portion of the budget was allocated to the running of the 
proprietary ScholarOne Manuscript Central online manuscript management 
system which left little for development of the journal and none for development of 
staff capacity. What would have been a mandatory software update of the SAJS 
publishing site in 2018, prompted a major rethink for the sustainable funding of the 
journal in 2017. Also in 2017, the pilot phase of funding of ASSAf’s OJS journals came 
to an end (See section above on OJS Project).
The decision was therefore taken to co-develop the existing OJS platform and SAJS 
through a federated open source OJS. SAJS was migrated to the new federated OJS 
platform at the end of 2017 and the five journals hosted by ASSAf were upgraded 
from the pilot OJS version 2 platform to the new OJS version 3.1 platform. The new 
platform – now comprising six journals including SAJS – was launched in January 
2018. Integration of the SAJS and the other journals on this federated platform will 
enable across-the-board development of all the journals at no additional cost, as 
well as reduce the operating costs of the SAJS. ASSAf also entered into an expanded 
relationship with one of these journals – the Journal of Energy in Southern Africa 
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(JESA) – in 2018. ASSAf has been mandated by the DST to oversee the publication 
of the JESA to ensure its continued growth and sustainability. Once the platform 
is operational, a business model will be established so that ASSAf may invite other 
journals to participate – at minimal cost for much added benefit. 
After establishing the journal as an electronic journal, the focus has shifted – in 
line with the global paradigm shift – to making the journal more open. Openness 
extends beyond access – to transparency, data, peer review and even open-
source software. Along these lines, the requirement of originality was amended to 
exclude preprints on recognised preprint servers such as arXiv, thus allowing authors 
to share preprints without compromising subsequent publication in SAJS. During 
International Data Week in 2016, it was announced that authors would be able to 
publish a link to the open data supporting their published articles in SAJS. Authors 
are encouraged to deposit their data in a reputable open repository that follows 
the principles of data management and citation and the link to the data set in the 
repository is published on the SAJS website together with their article, ensuring that 
the data set is visible and accessible to readers, thereby not only promoting data 
sharing and re-use but also enabling authors to comply with the funding mandates 
of the NRF. Since the announcement, only one published article has included a 
data set. A survey was launched during Peer Review Week in 2017 to assess SAJS 
users’ readiness for an open peer-review model in the future. Only six responses 
were submitted. Although the responses received were supportive of open peer 
review, the lack of responses further indicates an evident mismatch in the uptake 
of open science initiatives between authors and the drivers of open science – their 
respective funders and publishers. 
The journal was not only accepted for re-indexing after a rigorous review by the 
DOAJ in 2016, it was also awarded the DOAJ Seal – a mark of certification granted 
only to open access journals that achieve a high level of openness and adhere to 
best practice and high publishing standards. 
The expectations following the recommendations of the previous 2006 ASSAf 
Report have certainly been fulfilled – indeed, perhaps even surpassed. However, 
there is no scope for complacency. It remains a challenge to attract high-quality 
submissions that meet the remit of the journal, and when one succeeds one then 
has the challenge of additional submissions to review and more papers to publish 
whilst still publishing timeously – all of which are constrained by capacity and 
budget. Moreover, the scholarly publishing landscape is continually changing. 
After identifying the future trends from the passing fads, the implementation thereof 
brings additional challenges. But thus far the editorial team has risen to each 
challenge and must continue to do so if the SAJS is to be the trailblazer amongst 
South African journals.
Quest – Science for South Africa
One of the recommendations of the 2006 ASSAf Report was to bring the content of 
locally published journals to the attention of teachers and learners at South African 
schools. The Academy decided in 2004 that a good way of achieving this was to 
publish a magazine that was edited with the precise aim of presenting exciting 
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local research to young enquiring minds. Quest – Science for South Africa is a full-
colour, popular science magazine aimed specifically at Grades 10 – 12 learners 
studying physical and biological sciences to matric level and their teachers. 
The magazine is published quarterly and distributed free of charge to selected 
schools in all provinces. Quest is also distributed to universities, libraries, science 
centres, government departments and Parliamentary committees, embassies, 
non-governmental organisations (NGOs), technical and vocational education 
and training (TVETs) and resource centres. Quest is also distributed through science 
festivals, conferences, expos and Olympiads. Quest currently (2017) has a print run 
of 13 000.
Dr Elizabeth Lickindorf was the first editor of Quest and drew on material from the 
South African Journal of Science, as well as other academic contacts. In 2008, 
Dr Bridget Farham took over as Editor. Her background in natural sciences and 
medicine, and her knowledge of the life and physical sciences school curriculum 
informed her choice of subject matter and, although each edition has had a 
theme, the material was chosen to cover as many different disciplines as possible.
In the past ten years, Quest has aimed to showcase local science and scientists, 
and to show learners the importance of science in our society and to stimulate 
an interest in a career in S&T. ASSAf has used Quest for science outreach and 
engagement, using the magazine in lectures, presentations, exhibitions and career 
guidance activities. During the past three years, since appointing a dedicated 
Education Liaison Officer, Quest has been actively promoted in eight provinces 
and 23 municipal districts. The greatest focus is now on the Eastern Cape, Western 
Cape, KwaZulu-Natal, North-West, Free State and Northern Cape, where there 
have been fewer science outreach activities than in the other provinces. 
 
ASSAf Research Repository 
Until 2016, ASSAf publications were available only in print although the pdfs of the 
documents were accessible via the ASSAf website. When the decision was taken 
to discontinue printing ASSAf publications the option of an research repository 
(RR) was investigated. The advantages of rather preserving the organisations’ 
publications on a repository are that:
• the pdfs are searchable, increasing the visibility and discoverability of the 
documents; 
• they provide user statistics. These statistics which provide information on how 
often the  publications are viewed and downloaded for return-on-investment 
analyses, and to monitor the impact of these studies; and
• the citations can be monitored via Google Analytics.
The items are also digitally preserved so that future researchers can still access 
them regardless of changes in software versions, etc.
In September 2016, an RR site was created (research.assaf.org.za) and the first 
publications were added. Publications were added retrospectively and persistent
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links were assigned and high-quality metadata added to further increase the 
discoverability of these ASSAf publications. By the end of 2017, the RR had 69 
publications, including Quest, and the publications had been viewed more than 
13 000 via the RR and the pdfs downloaded more than 7 500 times. 
 
African Open Science Platform (AOSP)
In 2016, the SPP incorporated the AOSP project initiated by the DST. This is a three-
year project (2017 – 2019) funded by the NRF, directed by Committee on Data 
of the International Council for Science (CODATA), and managed by ASSAf. The 
four focus areas to be explored during this project include the following: open 
science policy, infrastructure in support of open science, skills required and building 
capacity in support of open science, and incentives for sharing science and data. 
The deliverables for this project include creating awareness about the importance 
of open science and open data, as well as frameworks applied to the various focus 
areas.  
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CHAPTER 4: 
ENHANCiNG ACCESS BY 
SOUTH AFRiCAN SCHOLARS/
RESEARCHERS TO GLOBAL 
COMMERCiAL SCHOLARLY 
PUBLiSHiNG SYSTEM 
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Introduction
The SPP has more recently had to engage with a quite distinct aspect of research 
publishing, one which is part of an international struggle to give birth to a new order 
compatible with the massively expanding influence of the Internet in a globalising 
world. Previously print-only journals are now either online-only or joint productions; 
the open access movement has put enormous pressure on the traditional 
subscription-based business  model, shifting it in the direction of free-online, pay-
to-publish models loosely called the Gold Route but with the ‘gold’ still mainly 
ending up in the pockets of the publishers; and conglomeration of the commercial 
sector into a small number of very large and powerful  publishing houses offering 
very expensive monopolistic, ‘bundled licencing deals’ to institutions and in some 
cases, countries. 
Access to the global literature has accordingly shrunk when it was expected to 
increase in the Internet era; library budgets have had to concentrate resources on 
journal licences, often cancelling existing deals; the acquisition of scholarly books 
has been reduced; the expected mitigation by creation of institutional repositories 
has been foiled by refusal of permissions or technical issues; uncertainty as to the 
cost of the new Gold Route system in terms of pricing strategies on the part of 
publishers and funding arrangements on that of institutional users remains intense; 
and the onset of a new factor called predatory publishing has caused serious 
concern (See Chapter 6). In SA, institutional inequalities may severely impact the 
continuing development of research capacity in the system.         
  
ASSAf has addressed these problems within the SPP in partnership with government 
and other players; some significant progress has been made as described below, 
but much remains to be done. 
The problem of access to global commercial scholarly literature – 
the instructive example of Reed-Elsevier
Universities South Africa (USAf) originally brought to the NRF’s attention the issue of 
article processing charges (APCs) imposed by the publishing giant Reed-Elsevier 
(called Elsevier henceforth) as well as the firm’s recent acquisition of the Social 
Science Research Network (SSRN). This acquisition in principle makes Elsevier the 
world’s largest open access publisher as of May 2016; unfortunately, the adoption 
of an extraordinarily predatory marketing approach, namely the packaging of 
a majority of constituent journals as ‘hybrids’ containing both articles paid for 
by APC charges to authors and articles not thus paid for but covered by journal 
subscriptions, amounting to substantial double payments by licence purchasers 
(since the small discounts offered are not commensurate with the  prepayments 
done through APCs).  
The acquisition of the SSRN by Elsevier came as a surprise and shock to researchers 
and librarians supporting open access – SSRN is a worldwide collaborative network 
through which over 240 000 authors disseminate social sciences research to more 
than 1.7 million users. SSRN reaches over 400 000 people in about 140 countries 
and is the foremost open access repository in the world. Academics may submit a 
paper at no cost and content is similarly freely downloadable.
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Elsevier has a major, virtually monopolistic hold over a large domain of scholarly 
publishing and the issues around them are highly complex and impactful. In a 
recent study, it was estimated that Elsevier specifically accounted for 16.4% of all 
social science and humanities (SSH) papers in 2013 (a 4.4 fold increase since 1990) 
and 24.1% of all natural and medical sciences (NMS) papers in the same year (a 
1.5 fold increase since 1990) (Larivière V, et al, 2015)). The profit margins for Elsevier 
increased from 30.6% to 38.9% between 2006 and 2013 (Larivière V, et al, 2015) , 
reported as almost four times the average profit margin of groups in the Financial 
Times Stock Exchange (FTSE) 100 (Cookson, 2015). It was also reported that Elsevier 
generates more revenue from both subscriptions and APCs than any other publisher 
(Shamash, 2016).  SSRN is the second open access platform obtained by Elsevier, 
after the academic referencing site Mendeley2, acquisition of which also sparked 
wide criticism from the scholarly community (Shaw, 2013). 
While retaining a substantial presence in commercial subscription journals (this 
sector still makes up the vast majority of its overall profits), as already mentioned 
Elsevier has added the commercial version of the open access Gold Route 
through APCs in both hybrid (subscription and APCs) and ‘open access only’ 
titles. The United Kingdom (UK) body JISC has reported that “Elsevier makes up 
nearly a quarter of total current APC expenditure, and captures 1.4 times more 
revenue from APCs than its nearest rival, Wiley” (Shamash, 2016). Other reports 
have indicated that Elsevier is concentrating on the doubly profitable hybrid open 
access model (Chumbe et al, 2014). The publisher has been criticised for overly 
aggressive copyright enforcement, which is often targeted at Elsevier-published 
authors who post their papers on institutional or personal websites (Pike, 2016).  
The major funder, the Wellcome Trust, has reported poor compliance with funder 
requirements, stating that: “Elsevier and Wiley have been singled out as regularly 
failing to put papers in the right open access repository and properly attributing 
them with a Creative Commons licence; Elsevier lacked compliance in 57% of its 
funded article publications.3 (Matthews, 2016)
In April 2015, Elsevier announced a more restrictive ‘sharing and hosting’ (open 
access) policy in support of embargo periods of up to 48 months; this was 
criticised by the Confederation of Open Access Repositories (COAR) as creating 
“unnecessary barriers for Elsevier-published authors in complying with funders’ 
open access policies” (COAR, 2015). This decision sparked outrage in SA, with at 
least one library director reporting a 25% reduction in open access materials on its 
institutional repository (Mail & Guardian, 26 June 2015).
2 Mendeley is a researcher workflow tool that helps researchers organise, discover and share their research. 
Mendeley is also becoming a collaborative environment for sharing early results of research but is more focused 
in science, technology and medical fields. Its technology platform, enhanced by Elsevier’s investment, uses 
metadata from articles and usage on its site to develop a suite of analytic tools that directs researchers towards 
the best people to collaborate with and what to read. Press release. https://www.elsevier.com/connect/ssrn-
the-leading-social-science-and-humanities-repository-and-online-community-joins-elsevier
3 For Elsevier the non-compliance figure was 31 per cent for hybrid journals and 26 per cent for full open access. 
Matthews, David. 2016. Wellcome criticises publishers over open access, Times Higher Education, 24 March 
2016. Online available: https://www.timeshighereducation.com/news/wellcome-criticises-publishers-over-open-
access
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Elsevier is not the only monopolistic scholarly publisher and service provider. The 
report on The Oligopoly of Academic Publishers in the Digital Era shows that 
“combined, the top five most prolific publishers account for more than 50% of 
all papers published in 2013.4 These publishers are (with their 2013 market share) 
(Cookson, 2015): Elsevier (16% market share, and 42% market share of the top ten 
academic publishers), Wiley-Blackwell (6% market share), Springer Nature (12% 
market share), Taylor & Francis (4% market share) and Sage Publications (unknown 
market share) (Larivière V, et al, 2015)5.  The subscription charges paid by universities 
and research councils in SA to just these publishers represent approximately 57% of 
their total subscription costs.
Publishers have thus responded to the open access movement by using APCs 
as a second stream of income in addition to retaining their traditional, quasi-
monopolistic subscription fees, and as a future fall-back system of the same 
general nature, in order to maintain high profitability; the response is not primarily 
a means to embrace open access, but to remain highly profitable even in the 
face of the strong trend of funders requiring open access publication of all funded 
research. The Wellcome Trust has found in its analysis of grantee compliance “that 
APCs were 51 per cent more expensive in hybrid than in full open access journals” 
(Matthews, 2016); libraries and national access models (See below) therefore need 
to look at both APCs and subscriptions together, as both are part of the landscape 
of publication costs” (Shamash, 2016).
With new legislation on the payment of Value Added Tax (VAT) on international 
electronic resources, combined with the recent increase in the VAT rate from 14 
to 15%, libraries in the HE sector have lost close to 40% of their buying power over 
the last few years. A further problem seems to be the unequal access to core 
databases by HEIs in SA.
APC expenditure is well-documented and quantified internationally by organisations 
such as JISC (UK), USA and Australia. In SA, APC payments are not reported to 
institutional management, nor to national or consortial bodies, largely due to the 
lack of the South African National Library and Information Consortium (SANLiC) 
4 “[I]n in both natural and medical sciences (NMS) and social sciences and humanities (SSH), Reed-Elsevier, 
Wiley-Blackwell, Springer, and Taylor & Francis increased their share of the published output, especially since the 
advent of the digital era (mid-1990s). Combined, the top five most prolific publishers account for more than 50% 
of all papers published in 2013. Disciplines of the social sciences have the highest level of concentration (70% of 
papers from the top five publishers), while the humanities have remained relatively independent (20% from top 
five publishers). NMS disciplines are in between, mainly because of the strength of their scientific societies, such 
as the ACS in chemistry or APS in physics,” quoted from (9) Larivière V, et al. (2015).
5 “In terms of numbers of papers published, the five major publishers in NMS, accounted, in 1973, for little more 
than 20% of all papers published. This share increased to 30% in 1996, and to 50% in 2006, the level at which it 
remained until 2013 when it increased again to 53%. In this domain, three publishers account for more than 
47% of all papers in 2013: Reed-Elsevier (24.1%; 1.5 fold increase since 1990), Springer (11.9%; 2.9 fold increase), 
and Wiley-Blackwell (11.3%; 2.2 fold increase). The American Chemical Society (3.4%; 5% decrease) and Taylor 
& Francis (2.9%; 4.9 fold increase) only account for a small proportion of papers. In the SSH, the concentration 
increased even more dramatically. Between 1973 and 1990, the five most prolific publishers combined 
accounted for less than 10% of the published output of the domain, with their share slightly increasing over 
the period. By the mid-1990s, their share grew to collectively account for 15% of papers. However, since then, 
this share has increased to more than 51%, meaning that, in 2013, the majority of SSH papers are published by 
journals that belong to five commercial publishers. Specifically, in 2013, Elsevier accounts for 16.4% of all SSH 
papers (4.4 fold increase since 1990), Taylor & Francis for 12.4% (16 fold increase), Wiley-Blackwell for 12.1% (3.8 
fold increase), Springer for 7.1% (21.3 fold increase), and Sage Publications for 6.4% (4-fold increase),” quoted 
from (9) Larivière V, et al. (2015) 
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participation in open access and support for national APC negotiations as part of 
its responsibilities. This brings about a lack of knowledge within the research system 
regarding how much expenditure is incurred on APC payments, and to whom – 
nationally and internationally, they are made nor can the implications of this in 
terms of total library expenditures be assessed.
During 2016, a preliminary study was conducted at one of the leading research 
universities in SA covering the period 2012 – 2016. This indicated low levels of APCs 
to international publishers for both hybrid and Gold Route open access journals 
(less than R2 m in a 3.5-year period), but high payments to one South African 
commercial open access publisher (more than R6 m in the same period). The 
average APC paid to an international publisher was R15 511.83, with the lowest 
average payments to IEEE and Oxford University Press (lower than R10 000) and 
the highest average payment to BMC (over R25 000).6 This South African spending 
pattern for APCs is quite different from that found internationally from the available 
data. 
The subscription costs to academic journals and commercial databases consume 
a large proportion of local library budgets; South African HEIs spent a total of 
approximately R460 m in 2014 and R507 m in 2015.7 The accompanying crisis 
was the culmination of a more than 300% rise in library subscription fees over the 
last two decades, which publishers have sought to justify in terms of their role in 
“maintaining and improving digital infrastructure which has revolutionised scientific 
communication” (Monbiot, 2011). Through this bundled e-journal re-licensing 
model, libraries do not own any of the back materials that they have already paid 
for, and are required to renew their subscriptions annually, thus paying for new 
material and (again) for access to the older issues. 
Elsevier makes up a large percentage of the total amount that South African 
institutions pay (e.g. Science Direct costs for 2014 paid by South African institutions 
came to R 109 853 066 of a total subscription expenditure of R 507 531 488.52 (25%).8 
Internationally, there has been a rising degree of direct action in various quarters to 
the quasi-monopolistic multi-national commercial publishers such as Elsevier. 
The NRF has already released a Statement on Open Access to Research Publications 
from the National Research Foundation (NRF)-Funded Research (2015) limiting 
publishers’ embargo periods on research produced with NRF funding (much in line 
with international funding bodies, such as the Wellcome Trust, Gates Foundation, 
Ford Foundation) and requiring all data collected, produced and used as part 
of NRF-funded research projects to be made available through institutional data 
repositories as open data. 
6 Preliminary report conducted by the Open Scholarship Office, University of Pretoria.
7 Not included in these subscriptions are any form of APC payment; fees for administering of the Big Deal 
negotiations with SANLiC; copyright fees (and the administration fees) paid to publishers through the collecting 
society DALRO for the use of content for educational; nor does this include expenses paid for administering Inter-
Library Loans (ILL).
8 ASSAf. Improved access to commercial electronic knowledge resources for researchers in South Africa. Interim 
draft report (Not for publication).
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National site licence: Improved access to global commercial 
electronic resources for SA researchers 
In 2011, at the request of the Minister of Science and Technology and the DST, 
ASSAf began to investigate the electronic information needs of academic staff, 
postgraduate students and researchers working at universities and research 
councils in SA, and subsequently made recommendations as to how institutions 
could gain adequate access to scholarly journals included in global, commercially 
operated databases through a system of nationally centralised subscriptions to 
e-publications by negotiated licence.
During 2014 – 16, through funding from the DHET, an Advisory Committee including 
DST and DHET representatives was established to assist with evaluating options 
for implementing a national site license scheme for access to electronic journals. 
The Advisory Committee identified the need for further analysis and a systematic 
comparison of a number of possible options already in use in a number of countries. 
The outcomes suggested that the establishment of a national site license system 
(NSLS) – as opposed to the current collection of individual licences by universities 
and science councils – would bring about substantial savings, while at the same 
time dramatically improving equity of access to e-journals across the university and 
science sectors (See below).
According to information provided by SANLiC and a survey of library subscriptions 
by university and research libraries, and as already reported above, close on 
R500 m was spent on access to research databases by South African universities and 
research councils during 2014, 95% of it by universities and 5% by science councils. 
Although the magnitude of this cost may be disconcerting, it is by no means unusual 
– most national science systems are hostage to the limited number of (extremely 
profitable) global publishing houses that own the majority of international journals. 
While SANLiC has negotiated reduced licence fees on an ad hoc basis, negotiation 
of a national site licence would require substantive support not only from the entire 
university and science council sector, but also from government.
Inadequate access to academic publications poses a significant challenge to 
all universities and research councils. Online access is subject to ever-rising costs, 
currency depreciation, and pressure on already constrained budgets. The levying 
of VAT on licence purchases, recently introduced by the South African Revenue 
Services, is currently adding a once-off increase in costs (for historical taxes), as well 
as an annual increment. Already several universities have had to cut their library 
budgets as a consequence of turmoil in the HE system during 2015 – 2016. The 
emergence of a number of fully open access journals that do not require licences 
from readers is also changing the nature of scholarly publishing significantly. 
University and research council libraries are currently subscribing to some full-text 
electronic databases via SANLiC which negotiates the most favourable terms 
possible for purchasing licences and offers these to libraries on an ‘opt-in’ or ‘opt-
out’ basis.
In addition to the challenge of cost, there are also large disparities in access 
to and usage of e-journals and e-research resources across the university and 
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research council sectors, which are strongly correlated with the intensity of 
research activities and outputs.  Thus, the university sector’s current 95% of national 
expenditure on licenses, also involves the top five research universities accounting 
for the large majority of that expenditure.  Clearly, inequitable access to e-journals 
is unsustainable and will pose a serious limitation to attempts to boost research 
and postgraduate training at historically disadvantaged universities and at science 
councils.
The objective of an NSLS should therefore be not only to reduce costs as much as 
possible, but also to widen access to electronic journals and databases across the 
universities and science councils. In this context, ASSAf has analysed the current 
cost structure and financing arrangements across all universities and councils, has 
developed a proposal and a business case for the establishment of an NSLS, and 
put forward a set of recommendations for administering the NSLS.
In undertaking the study, the current usage of databases across universities and 
science councils was analysed, as well as taking cognisance of the five big 
publishing houses with the most expensive licence fees. Five databases were 
identified that covered the vast majority of current usage, spanning all domains of 
science, potentially providing a significant expansion in the scope of the coverage 
for all but the most research-intensive universities, and thereby massively improving 
the equity of access across the public research institutions.  These five databases 
were used as the reference set for all subsequent analyses, which revealed more 
core information: 
• Several countries comparable to SA have followed a national licensing 
negotiation approach; in Africa, Egypt has just completed such an agreement 
with Elsevier. Based on benchmark data obtained, savings of between 20% 
and 70% (depending on the supplier) were achieved through implementing 
an NSLS model.  For SA, the net savings are likely to be lower since SANLiC 
(a section 21 company representing its member universities and research 
councils) has already played a role in achieving a certain level of savings.
• As mentioned earlier, the universities and councils spend about R500 m per 
annum on licenses. Assuming a modest 10% net average saving through an 
NSLS agreement over all the current subscriptions  (independent licenses), and 
standardising access across the five key research databases for the current 
subscribing universities and councils, the ASSAf report concludes that an 
amount of R42 m would be saved over five years including operational costs 
associated with administering the NSLS, though some universities may need to 
subvent this to maintain their current levels of access; such subvention would 
be marginal by comparison with the overall current cost or the projected cost 
of the NSLS.
• The estimated additional cost for equitable access for Year 1 under an NSLS 
would be R40 m, and the forecasts for the subsequent years are as follows: 
Year 2 (R42.1 m), Year 3 (R44.2 m), Year 4 (R46.5 m), and Year 5 (R48.8 m).  In 
summary, the total additional cost over five years of equitable access through 
a NSLS is estimated at R221 m – this would be offset by the NSLS savings, 
however.
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• Because the science councils currently subscribe to a much smaller proportion 
of the reference set of databases than does the aggregate university system, 
the cost of improving science council access will be proportionately higher. 
Over the next five years, it is estimated that it would cost an additional R161 m 
to provide access for all research councils that do not currently have access 
to the five research databases. The research councils’ contributions therefore 
represent approximately 75% of the total additional costs (R221m); according 
to the cost-benefit model, these additional costs are expected to be absorbed 
into the NSLS cost, which would still show a marginal saving over the current 
level of expenditure (should this not be the case, these costs would need 
to be covered by the relevant government departments. Without the NSLS, 
the additional costs accruing for equitable access by the councils would be 
R178 m).
• The above-mentioned ASSAf report also estimates that depending on the 
specific database, more than 44 000 additional university and 8 700 science 
council researchers (by headcount) would be gaining access to databases 
they currently cannot access.
In addition to undertaking a cost-benefit analysis of the proposed NSLS, the 
ASSAf report also considers and outlines several different institutional models for 
administering the system.  Specifically, the following models were considered for 
hosting the NSL delivery entity, namely:
• Scenario 1: Status quo (within SANLiC);
• Scenario 2: NSL negotiations coordinated by SANLiC;
• Scenario 3: NSL coordinated from within a government department as a 
government component;
• Scenario 4: NSL coordinated from within a statutory body (e.g., NRF or CHE); 
and
• Scenario 5: NSL coordinated from within an existing tertiary institution.
The criteria considered in assessing the most suitable institutional arrangement for 
managing the NSLS were: academic independence and unrestricted access; 
national interest; alignment with host’s mandate; (allowing) state sponsorship; 
ability to coordinate with multiple stakeholders; organisational efficiency; and cost-
efficiency.
Although the ASSAf report recommended the fourth scenario (NSLS coordinated 
from within a statutory body), the Advisory Committee (constituted of DST 
and DHET officials as well as experts) considered the third Scenario (NSLS as a 
government component coordinated from within a government department) the 
most favourable; it was consequently recommended that the DHET establish a 
government component within that department, to administer the NSLS, and fund 
it through an equitable top-slicing model for the subsidisation of the subscriptions. 
This step would be initiated through a request from the DHET to the Government 
Technical Advisory Centre located in the Treasury to undertake a feasibility 
assessment for the establishment of such a component.
In addition, the DHET could establish a high-level negotiation team composed of 
suitable officials from the DHET, the universities and the science councils, and experts, 
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to prepare for and undertake the negotiations with the relevant publishing houses. 
The DST would also be requested by the DHET to delegate a senior management 
official to participate in the negotiations.
By August 2017, the Minister of Science and Technology had endorsed the business 
case. The DHET has yet to endorse it under their new Minister to enable the initiation 
of negotiations and preparations for a NSLS for access to electronic scientific 
journals and databases.
The current status of the action plan includes the following steps:
• Conceptualisation by the DHET of the NSLS database management strategy 
and of a mechanism for funding the expected NSLS fees.
• Formal consultation by the DHET with the university and science council 
sector to ensure their support for the concept of a NSLS and the proposed 
operational and financial model.
• Consultation with relevant line departments housing science councils to 
secure their in-principle support, as well as financial support for the initial 
phase of negotiating the NSLS and establishing the required institutional 
infrastructure.
• The establishment of an implementation project team;
• The establishment of an NSLS negotiation team.
• The allocation of operational funds.
Open science 
Open science is defined in a range of ways by different players. The following 
definition best describes the approach envisaged for open science within a South 
African context:
“Open science moves beyond open access research articles, towards 
encompassing other research objects such as data, software codes, 
protocols and workflows. The intention is for people to use, re-use and 
distribute content without legal, technological or social restrictions.  In some 
cases, open science also entails the opening up of the entire research 
process from agenda-setting to the dissemination of findings.” – Open and 
Collaborative Science in Development Network (OCSDNet) project, funded 
by the  International Development Research Centre (IDRC).
The definition emphasises the key role of wide public access to scientific research 
(including output), data and associated processes (e.g. dissemination and 
publishing), as well as public engagement in scientific research activities, by all 
levels of an inquiring society. Where traditionally the research lifecycle consisted 
of a single layer of activities, in an open science environment, it is expected that 
it would allow for research to be multi-layered, more transparent, accessible, 
reproducible and re-usable, which in turn will be beneficial for both academic and 
non-academic users.  This change is depicted in Figures 4.1 and 4.2.
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Figure 4.1: Traditional research lifecycle – ‘closed’ science 
(Adapted from Tenopir et al., 2011.  DOI:10.1371/journal.pone.0021101) 
Figure 4.2: Open research lifecycle – ‘open’ science
(DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.49960)
Open science in the South African context is intended to embrace the natural 
sciences, as well as the humanities and social sciences. It foresees a transformation 
of research in which knowledge is communicated, acknowledged and incentivised 
in ways that enhance its usability and which engage the users and beneficiaries of 
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research in discussions on the prioritisation and development of projects. Above all, 
open science is an agenda through which the strengths of South African research 
and SA more generally can be brought to bear on key local, national, regional 
and international challenges. Open science as here formulated may be seen by 
some as making too little provision for the generation of new knowledge, which by 
its very nature involves the handling of data that are provisional in the course of 
a study or in the sometimes lengthy pre-publication stages – this is acknowledged 
in the concept. There is also the fact that researchers will store interesting data 
which they intend to investigate further at a later time. Open science deals with 
everything not covered by these caveats. It encourages collaboration which 
involves sharing research data.  Open forms of collaboration can also translate to 
innovation by combining basic research with industrial innovation in a completely 
new way, ensuring that industry and the universities get greater benefit from each 
other’s knowledge and technology. 
While this view of open science appears to be highly egalitarian, we note that it 
has the potential for external pressure groups to attempt to exert undue influence 
on free enquiry by individuals or research groups. Indeed, the recent experience in 
SA of pressure applied to research groups involved in HIV research should act as a 
warning that the independence of individuals and research groups to pursue their 
own research directions should be strongly safeguarded while at the same time 
benefitting from a robust engagement with a diversity of viewpoints.
Scoping SA in terms of ‘open’ collaboration in research and 
scholarly output
A number of activities/projects are currently underway across SA to stimulate an 
environment towards open science, which encompasses open access to scholarly 
publications, open data, and open and collaborative research and infrastructural 
investments. These activities should be coordinated and developed in ways that 
enhance capacity and recognition at the level of individuals, institutions and 
national systems. 
Some of these activities can be outlined as follow:
Open access scholarly journal publishing
Through the international SciELO initiative, ASSAf’s SPP indexes selected and 
approved high- quality open access journals, accredited by the DHET, and peer-
reviewed by ASSAf panels (See Chapter 3). The SPP has recently started to utilise 
OJS and Open Monograph Press (OMP) to assist editors of high-quality journals and 
books in making the transition from print to open access and online. These initiatives 
also pursue new trends in technology to advocate for openness towards research 
results and recognition in its entirety, i.e. alternative metrics, ORCIDs and DOIs. 
Other projects that are due to be implemented include the installation of an open 
access repository for open (including big) data sets, as well as the governance and 
hosting of DATAD-R, a harvester for open access theses, dissertations and research 
articles by African researchers and research institutions. ASSAf also publishes the 
SAJS as an open access journal.
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African Open Science Platform
The Science International Accord on Open Data in a Big Data World presents 
an inclusive vision of the need for and the benefits of open data for science 
internationally, and in particular for lower and middle-income countries. A major 
outcome is the African Open Science Platform (AOSP initiative, supported by the 
South African DST, directed by CODATA and implemented by ASSAf.
The development of an open science and innovation platform depends not only 
on the physical infrastructure for acquiring, curating and disseminating data and 
information, but also on protocols, policies and procedures in the science system 
that provide the structure and support to ensure that science objectives are 
achieved.
Several open science activities are underway across Africa. Through the AOSP 
initiative, it is expected that a great deal will be gained if, in the context of 
developing inter-regional links, mechanisms for collaboration, exchange of good 
practice and coordination can be established.
The governance of the platform is through:
1. A high level, representative Advisory Council to advise on the trajectory and 
priorities of the platform and the development of common, platform-wide 
priorities from national objectives and needs.
2. A Technical Advisory Group to advise on technical priorities and processes, 
comprising both regional and non-African experts.
3. Management of processes will be in the hands of a Platform Office located 
in ASSAf, coordinated with the International Science Council/ The Committee 
on Data Science for Science and Technology  (ISC/CODATA) Office in Paris.
National Research Foundation Open Access Statement
The South African NRF has recognised the importance of open access to 
enhancing the dissemination of knowledge and the facilitation of research 
activities, while at the same time recognising that it will continue to evolve in 
response to the needs of practitioners, and the development of new innovative 
publishing business models. The NRF has published a policy (statement) on open 
access dissemination of research funded with public money. Since 1 March 2015, 
authors of research papers generated from research either fully or partially funded 
by NRF – when submitting and publishing in scholarly journals – should deposit 
their final peer-reviewed manuscripts that have been accepted by the journals, 
to the administering institutional repository with an embargo period of no more 
than 12 months. Earlier open access may be provided should this be allowed by 
the publishers. If the paper is published in an open access journal or the publisher 
allows the deposit of the published version in PDF format, such version should be 
deposited into the administering institutional repository and open access should 
be provided as soon as possible. Currently almost all South African research-
intensive universities and research councils have institutional repositories, but only 
four institutions have an open access policy. The NRF policy further requires that 
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– in addition to the final publication – data supporting the publication should be 
deposited in an accredited open access repository, with the provision of a DOI for 
future citation and referencing.
Adoption of open access by universities and research councils
Open access to publications is supported by universities and research councils 
through either Gold, Green or both forms of open access. In many of these 
institutions it remains essentially a bottom-up approach, driven by stakeholders 
such as research institutes, funders, and libraries. As indicated earlier, currently only 
four South African research institutions have an open access policy. Therefore, 
mostly soft measures have been implemented to promote open access. In 
particular, the proposed transition to full-scale Gold open access, has received 
considerable attention, but questions regarding the feasibility of this route remain 
to be answered. Open access to research data is even less developed across 
these institutions than open access to research publications, with a few institutions 
and isolated researchers proactively driving the debate forward. The constraints 
on implementation relate to scholarly cultures, lack of awareness of the benefits of 
open access, costs of repositories/publishing journals and clear leadership on these 
matters from executive management. 
Data-intensive research initiatives
The Western Cape consortium of institutions, led by the University of Cape Town 
(UCT), is to establish a Western Cape Data-intensive Research Facility (DIRF), as part 
of the DST’s National Integrated Cyberinfrastructure System (NICIS). The consortium 
includes the University of the Western Cape (UWC), the Cape Peninsula University 
of Technology (CPUT), SU, the Square Kilometre Array (SKA) SA project, and the 
new Sol Plaatjie University (SPU) in the Northern Cape, close to the location of 
the MeerKAT telescope and the site for the SKA. This consortium will establish and 
operate a data-centric high-performance computing facility for data-intensive 
research focused primarily on the high-priority research challenges of astronomy 
(with particular focus on the SKA project) and bioinformatics and related clinical 
research.
In early 2017, the South African DST started the process of drafting a new White 
Paper on Science and Technology. This White Paper will guide the strategic 
direction of the South African System for Research and Innovation for the next 
decade. The country needs to be a leading African knowledge provider of 21st 
century technology and 21st century thinking, utilising 21st century skills. 
Against this backdrop, the new White Paper addresses policy options in respect 
of developing a South African integrated digital strategy that would define the 
key enabling role that information communications technology  (ICTs) would play 
in order for the country to respond favourably to the requirements of the fourth 
industrial revolution, regional transformation and a digital society. To achieve this a 
national digital policy should be introduced to regulate research data sharing and 
access, its integrity, privacy and intellectual property (IP).
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An inclusive stakeholder workshop was held (December 2016) by ASSAf and 
sponsored by the United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation 
(UNESCO) to develop a set of recommendations on research data sharing/open 
science for consideration by the authors of the White Paper. The topic of these 
discussions was open science, which encompasses open access to scholarly 
publications, open data, and open and collaborative research, all essentially 
related to the broad dissemination of knowledge. The workshop provided the 
sector with an opportunity to think collectively and offer advice on moving the 
system forward to achieve the objectives of national digital policies. Results from 
the workshop are being integrated into a Position Statement on Open Science for 
South Africa. 
Against the backdrop of the position statement it is therefore an opportune time 
to begin work on developing legislation that will codify the requirements and 
standards for open access in South Africa. Over the last decade, SA has increased 
its participation in global projects and begun to consider the implications of the 
explosion in big data. Hence, it becomes necessary for the country to have an open 
science policy in place to derive the maximum benefit from the internationalisation 
of its research programmes. 
It is in this regard that the DST, with input from ASSAf, has approached the European 
Union (EU) through their bilateral agreement and dialogue facility to share 
open science policy interventions and experiences. This opportunity will create 
opportunities for policy learning between SA and the EU, and will also assist the 
scientific community and government to identify interventions, that could create 
an enabling environment to support open science partnerships between South 
African and EU scientists and the public sector.
A two-day workshop was accordingly held at the end of 2017. The outcome of 
the dialogue was a framework outlining challenges and gaps that require policy 
intervention, as well as suggestions of the possible policy interventions that would 
be necessary to institutionalise open science.
CHAPTER 5: 
A STUDY OF SCiENTiFiC 
JOURNAL AND BOOK 
PUBLiSHiNG iN SOUTH AFRiCA: 
2005 – 2014
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Overview
This chapter presents a concise version of a 2017 report commissioned by ASSAf 
from CREST. The full CREST report is included in Appendix 1. The high-level findings 
of this study are summarised in this overview. They are organised into three sections 
as follows:
1 Journal (article) publications
2 Book and book chapter publications
3 Conference proceedings.
In order to provide a context, the long-term trends in publication output (output 
units or fractional counts) by the university sector for the past 20 years are shown 
in Figure 5.1. From a base of around 5 500 units in 1995 the sector has increased 
its overall output threefold to 15 542 in 2014. However, it is also very clear that the 
rate of increase grew much faster since 2005, the year that the revised funding 
framework of DHET came into effect. In fact, the average annual growth (AAG) 
rate for the past ten years was 8.8%. 
 
Figure 5.1: Total research publications produced by South African 
universities from 1994 to 2014
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
Journal articles
Since the revised funding framework came into effect the DHET has released 
annual figures that show the trend by output category. Figure 5.2 presents the 
trend in article output for the past ten years. It shows the same steep increase as 
recorded for overall publication output with article units doubling from 6 662 to 
13 361 over this period.
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Figure 5.2: Article unit outputs in accredited journals from 2005 to 2014
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
Understanding the DHET Funding Framework
The 2003 DHET Funding Framework, as it pertained to subsidies for journal articles 
until 2016 (See section 5 of Chapter 3), was built on three pillars of ‘accreditation’ 
(or quality control):
1 The DHET recognised all journals listed in the Thomson Reuters (TR) WoS, the 
core collection, for subsidy purposes. This meant that any publication by one 
or more university academics who published an article in any of the more than 
20 000 journals indexed in the WoS (formerly the ISI) automatically qualified 
for a subsidy to the institution concerned. From the perspective of the DHET, 
this meant that it ‘trusted’ the judgment of the WoS in its inclusion of journals. 
There was a low ‘turnover’ of journal titles in the WoS; some journals were 
‘de-accredited’, while new journals were added every year. This meant that 
academics or research offices needed to monitor the WoS list quite regularly 
to ensure that articles were submitted to journals that appeared in the ‘active 
list’ of the WoS to qualify for a subsidy.
2 The DHET also recognised all journals listed in the ProQuest IBSS. The IBSS was 
added in 2003 apparently to ensure better coverage of the social sciences and 
humanities, since the WoS had been consistently criticised for its inadequate 
coverage of the humanities and social sciences. As is the case with the WoS, 
the DHET therefore also ‘trusted’ ProQuest in its decisions to include or exclude 
journal titles.
3 The DHET-accredited South African journals not indexed in these databases 
for inclusion or exclusion for subsidy purposes on the basis of general (non-
qualitative) criteria (See section 5 of Chapter 3). This was an ongoing process 
as new journals could apply for accreditation to the DHET on an annual basis; 
if they are successful, they were added to the DHET List.  
TWELVE YEARS LATER
61
The relationship between these three journal lists9, and specifically the coverage of 
journal titles, and hence the number of journal articles by the respective lists, are 
depicted in Figure 5.3. The data for this figure and for all of the analyses reported in 
the CREST report were sourced from SA Knowledgebase (SAK)10. 
Figure 5.3: Share of article output by journal list
Journal output by journal list
The disaggregation by journal list shows that articles published in WoS journals 
constitute the biggest share (62%), followed by articles in South African journals 
(35%) and articles published in IBSS journals (9%). However, this disaggregation does 
not take into account the overlaps between the three lists. Correcting for that, then 
the relative proportions of articles in the WoS are 59%, articles in SA journals are 33%, 
and articles in IBSS journals are 8%.
Based on this disaggregation by journal list, the trends over time for each list are 
examined (Fig. 5.4). This shows that the numbers of articles in the respective lists 
9 Throughout this report we refer to the TR WoS Core Collection, the ProQuest IBSS list and the DHET-accredited list 
of SA journals as journal lists.
10 SAK is a proprietary database at CREST of scientific publications authored by South African scientists and 
scholars at SA universities. It is not a citation database, although SA-authored papers that are published in the 
TR WoS can be linked to the citation data available in the latter (See above). SAK is unique in that it is the only 
database that contains metadata on all SA-authored scientific articles, books, book chapters and conference 
proceedings that are recognised under the DHET Funding Framework. This means that it presents the most 
complete coverage of SA-authored scientific publications as it includes all papers in the TR WoS, local SA journals 
accredited by the DHET and articles published in IBSS-listed journals.
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have increased at different rates, with the biggest increase (in recent years) in IBSS 
journals. As a result, by 2014, the proportional shares of article production were: 
WoS (56%), DHET (28%) and IBSS (15%). However, it will be shown in the section on 
predatory publishing that a substantial proportion of increases in publications in 
IBSS journals are found in (probably or possibly) predatory journals.
Figure 5.4: Distribution of SA journal articles by journal list (full paper count)
Data source: SAK, CREST
A typology of journal publication configurations
The SA HE sector produced an estimated 113 555 unique articles in the lists of 
accredited journals over the period 2005 to 201411. These articles appeared in 8 055 
individual journals. However, these figures are somewhat misleading as 50% of all 
the articles appeared in 296 journals only. 
As argued in the main report, the average number of papers produced by a journal 
per year, as well as the trends over time, are good indicators, even if only a proxy, 
of:
• The sustainability of the journal in the long run.
• Possible changes in editorial policy or practices of the journal.
• The nature of the underlying ‘community of scholars’ which is served by the 
journal.
• The possibility of the journal being a predatory journal .
• Indicators of questionable publication practices by the journal.
11 This is the number recorded in SAK. It is, of course, possible that there may be some errors in our data 
management or that not all submissions from the universities to the DHET were complete. This would impact 
slightly on the overall number, but we believe that the margin of error would be less than 1%.
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Based on the shape of the trend lines over the ten-year period four typical 
configurations have been identified:
Type 1: Consistent and stable publication output (three sub-types)
• Consistently high levels of annual output (more than 50 papers)
• Consistently moderate levels of annual output (between 30 and 50 
papers)
• Consistently low levels of annual output (fewer than 30 papers). 
Type 2: Inconsistent and interrupted trends in publication
Type 3: Gradual and incremental increase in publication output
Type 4: Inexplicable spikes in publication trends which may be indicative of a 
predatory journal.
Type 1: Consistent and stable publication output
High-volume journals: More than 80 articles per year
Ten ‘high-volume journals’ or ‘mega-journals’ (more than 80 articles published on 
average per year) top the list of journals in which SA academics published (Table 
5.1). However, as argued later, at least two of these (the Journal of Social Sciences 
and the African Journal of Business Management) are probably predatory journals. 
Another two, AJPHERD and Acta Crystallographica, are journals that probably 
engage in questionable (that is, unethical) publication practices. The journal that 
tops the list, PLOS One, is now one of the so-called ‘mega-journals’ in the world. 
Although it is not generally seen as engaging in questionable publication practices, 
some scholars have criticised its editorial policies. The other journals in this list can be 
seen as the ‘mega-SA journals’: the SAMJ, Teologiese Studies/Theological Studies 
SA, Journal of Higher Education, the Journal of Psychology in Africa and the SAJS.
Table 5.1: The mega-SA journals
Journal title
Average 
annual 
number of 
papers in 
past 5 years
Number of 
articles 2010 
to 2014
Number of 
articles 2005 
to 2014
PLOS One 192 960 996
AJPHERD: African Journal for Physical, 
Health Education Recreation and 
Dance
191 957 1227
SAMJ: South African Medical Journal 135 674 1109
HTS Teologiese Studies/Theological 
Studies
126 631 998
Journal of Social Sciences 95 476 485
Acta Crystallographica Section E: 
Structure Reports Online
92 462 728
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Journal title
Average 
annual 
number of 
papers in 
past 5 years
Number of 
articles 2010 
to 2014
Number of 
articles 2005 
to 2014
South African Journal of Higher 
Education/Suid-Afrikaanse Tydskrif vir 
Hoër Onderwys
89 445 798
African Journal of Business 
Management
83 413 438
Journal of Psychology in Africa 81 403 584
South African Journal of Science 80 401 875
Moderate-volume journals: Between 30 and 50 articles per year
In the moderate-volume and consistent-publication output the findings are:
• Many discipline-specific journals: these are journals that serve a very specific 
discipline (social work, education, media studies, English, occupation health, 
nursing and business management) or inter-disciplinary domain (wildlife 
research, energy). 
• The majority of theology journals that serve a very specific religious 
denomination (Koers, Journal of Christian Scholarship, SA Baptist Journal of 
Theology).
• The majority of sub-fields in medicine (Surgery, Cardiovascular Medicine, 
Sport Medicine).
• Some journals that could be described as ‘advocacy’ or ‘special-interest’ 
journals such as Agenda, Journal for Transdisciplinary Research and the Next 
Generation Sciences Journal.
• A range of foreign (non-SA) journals in which SA academics regularly publish 
including Journal of Ethnopharmacology, JAIDS (Wolters Kluwer), Journal 
of Education (published by Boston University), African Journal of Ecology 
(Published by Wiley Online), Urban Forum (published by Springer) and Dalton 
Transactions (Journal of the Royal Society of Chemistry).
Low-volume journals (fewer than 30 articles per year)
The vast majority of SA journals fall into this category. 
Summary
We believe that this (very first) attempt to develop a categorisation of scholarly 
journals is helpful as it forces us to take a much more nuanced view of the 
differences between a rather large oeuvre of academic journals than before. 
Different journals serve different scholarly and scientific communities, different 
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academic and research interests and increasingly respond differently to the new 
demands and reward systems for publishing. The advent of open access publishing 
has irrevocably changed the face of journal publishing. 
However, our aim in this section was a practical and mundane one which speaks 
to the sustainability of SA journals. The existence of so many local SA journals (more 
than 300) that are accredited or recognised by the DHET for subsidy purposes has, 
from time to time, evoked calls for rationalisation and reduction in numbers. It is a 
worthwhile question to ask whether public funding should pay for subsidising journals 
which serve a very small community of scholars and academics. Perhaps the more 
important question is whether very small journals have the resources to maintain 
consistently high standards of quality in peer review and journal management.
Article output by scientific field or discipline
CREST follows the standard bibliometric practice in identifying the scientific fields or 
disciplines of journal articles by assigning the source journal to one or more of such 
fields. In our field classification framework, we distinguish between four levels (from 
very detailed classifications to a high-level classification into five main science 
domains). Figure 5.5 lists the 20 largest fields as defined by publication output 
over the ten-year period (at Level 4 classification level). These 20 fields constitute 
one-third (33.7%) of all journal articles produced by the university sector. Perhaps 
the most salient result is the fact that the social sciences and humanities (religion, 
law, education, interdisciplinary social sciences, management, psychology and 
business and economics) constitute such a significant proportion of all journal 
articles (13.9%).
 
Figure 5.5: Twenty largest scientific fields (journal papers 2005 – 2014)
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The subject categories that recorded the highest AAG over this period are listed in 
Figure 5.6.
Figure 5.6: Scientific fields with highest average annual growth rates: 2005 – 2014
In order to gain a better understanding of publication trends by field, it is sometimes 
advisable to focus on higher levels of aggregation. In this section these trends are 
reported in terms of the Level 2 classification (Table 5.2).
Table 5.2: Distribution of journal papers by Level 2 scientific field
Level 2 Field classification Number of articles %
Clinical and public health 21218 15.1%
Other social sciences 13012 9.2%
Biological sciences 10732 7.6%
Earth sciences 9378 6.7%
Agricultural sciences 8731 6.2%
Basic health sciences 8659 6.1%
Engineering sciences and applied technologies 8488 6.0%
Physical sciences 7240 5.1%
Economic and management sciences 6458 4.6%
Religion 6108 4.3%
Other humanities and arts 6082 4.3%
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Level 2 Field classification Number of articles %
Chemical sciences 5945 4.2%
Law 5736 4.1%
Education 4330 3.1%
Mathematical sciences and Information, 
Communication and Computer Technologies (ICCT)
4305 3.1%
Language and linguistics 4082 2.9%
Sociology and related studies 3929 2.8%
Multidisciplinary sciences 3627 2.6%
Psychology 2784 2.0%
Total 140844 100%
The final presentation of the results shows the distribution at the highest classification 
level of science domains (Fig. 5.7).
 
Figure 5.7: Distribution of journal articles by Level 1 science domain
In summary, the distribution of journal articles by main science domain shows that 
slightly more than one-third appeared in journals categorised as natural sciences 
and agricultural science journals. The combined share of the social science and 
humanities constitutes 38% of all output. The share of articles in the medical and 
health sciences of the total sector output is 20% and that of the engineering and 
technological sciences 5%. These patterns have remained quite stable over the 
past two decades. In previous studies where CREST has reported on these, very 
similar distributions were found.
Trends in collaborative publishing in WoS journals
Collaboration is typically measured in bibliometric studies through co-authorship 
patterns of journal articles. Following the same convention, two sets of results are 
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presented: co-authorship patterns for SA articles in the TR WoS and co-authorship 
patterns for non-WoS articles (source: SAK).12
The results on collaboration for WoS-papers are based on a four-category 
classification:
• No collaboration: these are single-authored papers
• Single institution collaboration: these are multi-authored papers, but all 
authors are from the same institution/university
• National collaboration: these are multi-authored papers with at least two 
authors from two different SA universities (or institutions)
• International collaboration: these are multi-authored papers with at least one 
author (in addition to the SA author) from a country other than SA
The results summarised in Figure 5.8 quite clearly show the increase in internationally 
co-authored papers over the ten-year period.
 
Figure 5.8: Trends in collaboration type (2005 – 2014) 
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
12 This distinction is necessary as information about co-authorship in the WoS is more complete than in SAK, as the 
DHET does not require any information about co-authors other than from SA universities. We elaborate in the 
main report on this technical point.
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Trends in collaborative publishing in non-WoS journals (local SA 
journals and journals indexed in IBSS)
The results in this section pertain to those articles that appeared in journals not 
indexed in the WoS, i.e. local SA journals and IBSS-indexed journals. This is a total 
of 36 383 individual papers. In the coding of the collaboration categories for this 
subset of the data, a distinction was made between ‘single-authored papers’ and 
‘multi-authored papers’. The latter category was further divided into collaboration 
amongst authors from other SA universities, collaboration with authors outside of 
the HE system (science councils, government departments, national research 
facilities) and international collaboration. There were 18% of papers which could 
not be allocated to any of these categories.
Given the predominance of the social sciences, humanities and arts disciplines in 
local SA journals, the results were not entirely unexpected. More than 40% of the 
papers were single-authored papers. Nationally, collaborative publishing accounts 
for one quarter of all papers, with a relatively small proportion (15%) of the papers 
in this data set involving collaborations outside of the university system (Table 5.3).
Table 5.3: Collaborations in journals not indexed by WoS (2005 – 2014)
Number of 
Papers
%
Single-author papers 14 949 41.1%
Collaboration within the HE system 9 242 25.4%
Collaborations outside the HE system (other SA institutions 
and/or international collaboration)
5 504 15.1%
Collaboration unknown 6 688 18.4%
36 383
The field-specific patterns are presented in Table 5.4. The data are presented in 
descending order by proportions of papers that are single-authored. These figures 
very clearly show how dominant single authorship is in the humanities and arts 
(religion, languages, law) and social sciences. At the other extreme, we find that 
collaborative publishing is more prevalent in agriculture, chemical sciences and 
the biological sciences.
Table 5.4: Trends in co-authorship by scientific field
 Scientific field Total Papers
Single 
Author/No 
Collaboration
Collaboration 
within SA HE 
Sector
Collaboration 
outside SA HEI
Religion 3 481 83.7% 12.4% 3.9%
Language and 
linguistics 2 075 76.7% 16.6% 6.7%
Law 3 625 69.6% 17.4% 13.0%
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 Scientific field Total Papers
Single 
Author/No 
Collaboration
Collaboration 
within SA HE 
Sector
Collaboration 
outside SA HEI
Other humanities and 
arts 2 750 69.1% 19.2% 11.7%
Sociology and 
related studies 1 646 50.6% 34.1% 15.2%
Education 2 017 44.4% 35.5% 20.0%
Other social sciences 6 385 44.3% 34.8% 21.0%
Basic health sciences 151 43.7% 22.5% 33.8%
Unknown 813 42.9% 37.9% 19.2%
Economic and 
management 
sciences
3 264 36.7% 47.8% 15.5%
Multidisciplinary 
sciences 588 34.9% 41.0% 24.1%
Physical sciences 6 33.3% 16.7% 50.0%
Psychology 471 30.1% 48.2% 21.7%
Mathematical 
sciences and ICCT 348 22.4% 51.4% 26.1%
Earth sciences 189 18.5% 44.4% 37.0%
Clinical and public 
health 3 501 17.3% 51.9% 30.8%
Engineering sciences 
and applied 
technology
467 14.6% 55.5% 30.0%
Biological sciences 28 10.7% 32.1% 57.1%
Chemical sciences 13 7.7% 69.2% 23.1%
Agricultural sciences 398 6.3% 70.4% 23.4%
The citation impact of South African-authored papers during the 
period 2005 – 2014
Citations of scientific papers are generally understood as an indicator of scientific 
recognition and the visibility of the scientist and his/her work. Citation impact can 
be measured at the individual scientist level (such as in the h-index), or the article 
level (average number of citations to an article), or the journal level (citation impact 
of a journal as calculated in various journal impact factors and journal-normalised 
citation rate), scientific field or discipline level (such as in the famous ‘crown’ 
indicator of the field-normalised citation score of CWTS) and even institutional and 
country levels (various combinations of the previous classes). Before focusing on 
journal-level citation impact, a high-level analysis of the overall citation impact of 
SA is presented.
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The visibility and appreciation worldwide for SA science are partially captured by 
looking at the number of times research publications are referenced (‘cited’) in the 
publications of other researchers working in the same discipline or related fields. 
The number of citations is partially dependent on the research fields (some fields 
are ‘fast’, others are ‘slow’) and need to be corrected to reach fair cross-field 
comparisons. This is what the ‘field-normalised citation impact’ score does. The 
other source of citation impact data, highly-cited publications, is generally seen as 
a mark of significant research impact on the scientific community. 
Table 5.5 presents the share of South African (co-)authored research publications 
in world science. Across all disciplines of science, it amounts to 0.6% in the period 
1996 – 2015. Some disciplines of SA science are better represented than others: we 
find a 1% share of SA publications in the social sciences and humanities. As for the 
collective citation impact of all those publications together, the field-normalised 
citation impact of SA has gone up very gradually from 0.66, during the four-year 
citation window 1996 – 1999, to an impact score of 1.03 for the period 2011 – 2014. 
Bearing in mind that a score of 1.00 on this performance indicator represents world 
average citation impact (determined mainly by the USA and the leading nations 
of the world), SA has therefore moved up from a performance level ‘below par’ to 
‘international level’ in fewer than 20 years. 
Table 5.5: The share of South African science in global science – in total and by 
discipline* (1996 – 2015)
 
Share of South African research publications in …
World 
publication 
output
Top 10% 
cited 
worldwide
Top 1% cited 
worldwide
All fields (total) 0.6% 7.1% 0.6%
Medical and life sciences 0.6% 6.8% 0.7%
Natural sciences 0.5% 8.6% 0.7%
Engineering sciences 0.4% 7.8% 0.5%
Social and behavioural sciences 1.0% 4.0% 0.2%
Arts, humanities and law 1.1% 9.7% 1.2%
Language and communication 1.0% 3.5% 0.1%
Data source: Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS) TR WoS database (whole 
counting, research articles and letters).
*Selected broad disciplines originated from the NOWT (Nederland Organisatie voor 
Wetenschap en Technologie) classification system developed at CWTS, Leiden University.
Often-cited publications are those that get noticed (and appreciated) among 
peers. These are the publications that make a difference in scientific progress and 
knowledge creation. SA contributes significantly to the top 1% and top 10% of 
the most highly-cited publications in the world. Across all disciplines of science, 
it is found that 7.1% of all South African research publications are among the top 
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10% cited in their respective discipline. SA produces 9.7% of publications in arts, 
humanities and law. The natural sciences in SA also produce a fairly large number 
of highly-cited publications. Moving up to the top 1% cited in their discipline in the 
world, South African articles account for 0.6% of that upper segment. South African 
publications in arts, humanities and law are again well-represented, along with 
natural sciences, but so too are medical and life sciences from SA.
The internationalisation of the South African science system and its rapid growth in 
publication output are also reflected in the increase of highly-cited SA publications 
and breakthroughs. Figure 5.9 displays some of the annual trends. SA has almost 
doubled its share in world science since 1996, up from 0.45% to 0.80% in 2015. The 
trend in SA (co-produced) breakthrough publications is also upwards. Not only are 
the numbers of these publications increasing, their share in South African output 
has gone up significantly from almost zero to 0.6% in 2012. 
 
Figure 5.9: The annual trend in the share of highly-cited publications within its total 
publication output from SA
Data source: CWTS TR WoS database (whole counting, research articles and letters)
Figure 5.9 also describes the related annual development with regard to the share 
of SA in the top 1% and top 10% most highly-cited research publications in the 
world. The upward trend lines mark an increase in the share of these very highly 
cited publications, which is of course one of the driving forces of the overall 
increase of the research impact of SA. The output share in the top 10%-segment is 
still below 10%, and fluctuates around 8%. By contrast, South African science has 
managed a significant increase in the top 1%-cited publications over the years. 
That share is now well above 1% of the total publication output from SA. In other 
words, our country is ‘over-represented’ in the upper echelons of world science. 
Many of those extremely highly cited publications are the product of international 
scientific cooperation. 
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In the following sections a presentation of citation statistics in two categories is 
made:
1 The citation impact of articles from SA in WoS journals (including the SA 
journals indexed in the WoS).
2 Citations in the WoS to SA journals not indexed in the WoS (citations to non-
source items).
Journal-level citation statistics for SA journals indexed in WoS 
Journal-level citation statistics for the South African journals that are currently 
indexed in the WoS are presented by journal (in alphabetical order). The 
following information is provided. 
Publication and citation windows: All statistics for two windows are presented: 
from 2005 to 2009 and 2010 to 2014.
Comparison between all papers published in the journal and SA-authored 
papers (at least one author with an SA affiliation) during these window 
periods.
Counting method: Full-paper count for all articles and review articles.
Citations: Citations to the papers in the publication window (citations 
sourced from all journals in the WoS).
Self-citations: Self citations by the author.
Ncs = Average number of citations for the citation period.
Relative citation rate:
% of SA authors: Proportion of papers produced during publication window 
by SA authors
Self-citations as % of all citations: Self-citations by the author as a proportion 
of all citations
EXAMPLE: 
Journal facts: Acta Theologica (ISSN Print 
1015-8758 ISSN on-line 2309-9089) is the 
official journal of the Faculty of Theology 
of the University of the Free State, 
Bloemfontein, South Africa. It is published 
by the UFS. It was established in 1980.
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Articles Citations
Self-
cita-
tions
Proportion 
of self-
citations
Ncs
Relative 
citation 
rate
Proportion 
of SA 
authors
ALL PAPERS 
(2005 – 
2009)
101 5 0 0% 0.05
RSA PAPERS 
(2005 – 
2009)
81 5 0 0% 0.06 1.25 80%
ALL PAPERS 
(2010 – 
2014)
238 27 4 15% 0.10
RSA PAPERS 
(2010 – 
2014)
203 24 4 17% 0.10 1.02 85%
Interpretation of the table:
• The proportion of authors publishing in the journal with an SA affiliation and 
the comparative trend: 80% increasing to 85% in the more recent publication 
window.
• The proportion of self-citations to all citations: 0% and 15% respectively.
• The average number of citation (NCS) range between 0.05 and 0.10: very 
low citation scores.
• The relative citation rates: this compares whether the SA-authored papers 
are being cited more or less relatively to the non-SA-authored papers. A rate 
of 1.00 would mean that the citation rates are identical. In this case there 
is very little difference in the relative citation rates of these two groups of 
authors.
In terms of an overall assessment, Acta Theologica remains a predominantly local 
South African journal, with between 80% and 85% of all papers authored by at least 
one South African author. The average number of citations is very low which would 
translate to a very low journal impact factor (JIF).
Table 5.6 lists these indicators for selected SA journals in the WoS.
Table 5.6: Summary overview of journal level indicators13
Journal
% self-
citations 
(2010 – 
2014)
Ncs 
(2010 – 
2014)
Relative 
Citation 
rate
JCR JIF % SA authors
Acta Theologica 17% 0.10 1.02 N/A 85%
African Entomology 19% 0.92 1.49 0.521 57%
13 These analyses were confined to the 40 journals which had produced at least 300 papers in the review period. 
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Journal
% self-
citations 
(2010 – 
2014)
Ncs 
(2010 – 
2014)
Relative 
Citation 
rate
JCR JIF % SA authors
African Journal of Aquatic 
Science 26% 1.37 1.22 0.806 55%
African Journal of Marine 
Science 22% 2.83 1.02 1.058 74%
African Journal of 
Psychiatry 18% 2.44 1.19 N/A 60%
African Journal of Zoology 51% 0.66 1.14 0.739 73%
African Journal of Wildlife 21% 0.96 1.06 1.641 81%
Agrekon 10% 0.65 1.00 0.250 80%
African Journal of Aids 
Research 24% 1.25 1.11 0.716 52%
Cardiovascular Journal of 
Africa 9% 1.96 1.45 1.022 30%
Development South Africa 18% 1.24 1.07 0.424 78%
Education as Change 30% 0.51 0.98 0.313 81%
Journal of Energy in 
Southern Africa 28% 0.26 1.28 0.237 65%
Journal of Psychology in 
Africa 44% 0.16 0.98 0.207 91%
JSAVA 13% 0.51 0.98 0.273 72%
SAIMM 39% 0.20 0.90 0.121 53%
Onderstepoort Journal 
Veterinary Science 35% 0.33 0.76 0.603 52%
Ostrich 46% 0.60 0.94 0.418 53%
SA Journal for Research in 
Sport, Physical Education 
and Recreation
34% 0.17 1.06 0.244 72%
SA Journal of Animal 
Science 38% 0.52 0.86 0.511 56%
SA Journal of Business 
Management 19% 0.20 0.99 0.200 74%
SA Journal of Chemistry 50% 0.40 1.33 0.667 46%
SA Journal of Economic 
and Management 
Sciences
24% 0.12 1.16 0.185 82%
SA Journal of Economics 25% 0.70 1.22 0.441 57%
SA Journal of Education 12% 0.68 1.10 0.560 86%
SA  Journal of Geology 13% 1.93 0.94 0.909 82%
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Journal
% self-
citations 
(2010 – 
2014)
Ncs 
(2010 – 
2014)
Relative 
Citation 
rate
JCR JIF % SA authors
SA Journal of Industrial 
Engineering 50% 0.08 0.71 0.188 62%
Ostrich 45 0.56 0.94 0.418 53%
SA Journal of Psychiatry 13% 0.60 1.15 0.193 65%
SA Journal of Psychology 13% 0.88 1.03 0.532 87%
SA Journal of Surgery 18% 0.75 0.96 0.462 70%
SA Journal of HIV Medicine 9% 0.74 1.05 0.529 78%
Southern African Linguistic 
and Applied Language 
Studies
29% 0.37 1.01 0.188 85%
Tydskrif vir 
Geesteswetenskappe 43% 0.07 1.01 0.322 92%
SA Medical Journal 14% 2.03 1.02 1.500 90%
HTS 36% 0.14 1.02 98%
SA Journal of Science 23% 0.80 1.09 0.902 86%
SA Journal of Botany 15% 2.93 0.96 1.244 61%
Water SA 24% 1.23 1.05 0.851 58%
The general result is sobering as it shows rather low average citation rates at the 
individual journal level, with the result that the JIF values are also low to moderate. 
Only four journals recorded a JIF value of higher than 1 (which is the ‘Gold 
standard’): the SA Journal of Botany (1.244), the SA Medical Journal (1.500), the 
Cardiovascular Journal of Africa (1.022) and the African Journal of Marine Science 
(1.058).
[Note: It must be remembered that JIFs are strongly field-specific, and that apples 
and pears are being compared with oranges and lemons in a unitary ‘citation 
score’ approach.] 
One possible reason for these rather low citation scores may be found in the very 
high proportions of articles in most of these journals being produced by SA-affiliated 
authors. In most of the cases, more than 60% of articles in the journal were authored 
or co-authored by South African academics. The proportions of papers (with a few 
exceptions) authored by foreign authors are low. This means that although these 
journals are indexed in the WoS and hence should, in principle, give them high 
visibility in the scholarly community, the majority of them remain ‘local’ journals 
serving local scholarly communities. It is, therefore, no wonder that the average 
numbers of citations of articles in these journals are low which translate into low JIF 
values.
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Citations in the WoS to SA journals not indexed in the WoS
In order for a journal to have a detailed citation profile and specifically to produce 
a JIF value, it has to be indexed in a citation index, such as WoS or Scopus. The 
calculation of various citation indicators (such as the JIF, cited half-life, or the 
immediacy index) is then based on the citations to articles in the indexed journal 
(such as the SAJS) from other articles that are published in WoS-indexed journals 
(so-called source journals).
However, the WoS also includes citations from journals not indexed in it. These are 
referred to as ‘non-source’ citations. In this way, for example, citations from a South 
African journal such as Curationis (which is not indexed in the WoS) will appear in 
WoS-indexed journals. This feature of the WoS enabled an additional set of analyses 
to see what the numbers of citations are from non-source South African journals to 
articles in the WoS. This is an interesting indicator as it indicates that although a 
specific journal is currently not indexed in the WoS, it has some visibility in the WoS. 
In fact, TR monitors these citations from non-source items as one strategy to include 
a new journal in the future. If a specific journal that is currently not indexed in the 
WoS generates a large number of citations within the WoS, TR may decide to start 
indexing that journal. An example of exactly this phenomenon appears in Table 
5.7. The very first entry in the table – African Natural History – generated such a large 
number of references in WoS-indexed journals (under its previous name Annals of 
the South African Museum) that TR decided to include it from 2014 onwards.
Table 5.7 lists South African journals currently not indexed in the WoS (both the ‘cited 
work name’ in the WoS and its current name with the number of citations to that 
journal over the past 25 years. It is evident that the vast majority of South African 
journals that are not in the WoS do not have great visibility in the WoS. However, at 
the same time, there are also a number of journals which regularly get cited in WoS-
indexed journals. Highlighted in pink are the journals that were cited more than 200 
times in the WoS over the past 25 years14. 
These results are interesting as they show that a number of South African journals, 
although not indexed in the WoS, are recognised by scholars working in those 
fields and produce papers that are worth citing. These are local journals with some 
international visibility. 
 
Table 5.7: Citations from non-source SA journals of articles in the WoS
Cited Work Current Name Total Citations
Annals of the South 
African Museum African Natural History 6 750
Palaeontologia Africana Palaeontologia Africana 3 651
14 Note that changes to the names of the journals (such as Marine Ornithology) have to be factored in, when 
adding all the citations generated of the journals.
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Cited Work Current Name Total Citations
Marine Ornithology
Marine Ornithology: An International 
Journal of Seabird Research and 
Conservation
2 897
South African Journal of 
Plant and Soil South African Journal of Plant and Soil 2 100
Annals of the Transvaal 
Museum
Annals of the Ditsong National Museum 
of Natural History 1 747
Development Southern 
Africa Development Southern Africa 1 517
Curationis Curationis 1 382
Transactions of the Royal 
Society of South Africa
Transactions of the Royal Society of South 
Africa 1 125
Historia Historia 757
Navorsinge van die 
Nasionale Museum 
(Bloemfontein)
Navorsinge van die Nasionale Museum, 
Bloemfontein 497
Cormorant
Marine Ornithology: An International 
Journal of Seabird Research and 
Conservation
471
Journal of the 
Southern African 
Wildlife Management 
Association
African Journal of Wildlife Research 448
Urban Forum Urban Forum 366
Agenda Agenda: Empowering Women for Gender Equity 336
Journal of Education Journal of Education 327
Theoria Theoria: A Journal of Social and Political Theory 290
South African Journal of 
Wildlife Research African Journal of Wildlife Research 285
SA Journal of Industrial 
Psychology
South African Journal of Industrial 
Psychology 285
Journal of Contemporary 
History Journal for Contemporary History 279
South African Family 
Practice South African Family Practice 262
Innovation *
Innovation: A Journal for Appropriate 
Librarianship and Information Work in 
Southern Africa
243
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Cited Work Current Name Total Citations
South African Journal of 
Library and Information 
Science
South African Journal of Libraries and 
Information Science 225
Innovations*
Innovation: A Journal for Appropriate 
Librarianship and Information Work in 
Southern Africa
217
Africa Insight Africa Insight 216
South African Journal of 
Higher Education South African Journal of Higher Education 204
Transformation Transformation: Critical Perspectives on Southern Africa 198
Journal of Child and 
Adolescent Mental 
Health
Journal of Child and Adolescent Mental 
Health 195
ORiON ORiON 190
African Journal of 
Agricultural and 
Resource Economics
African Journal of Agricultural and 
Resource Economics 189
Industrial Law Journal Industrial Law Journal including Industrial Law Reports 184
Alternatives 153
African Security Review African Security Review 145
Journal of Engineering, 
Design and Technology
Journal of Engineering, Design and 
Technology 126
Suid-Afrikaanse Tydskrif 
vir Natuurwetenskap en 
Tegnologie
Suid-Afrikaanse Tydskrif vir 
Natuurwetenskap en Tegnologie/
South African Journal of Science and 
Technology
126
Kronos Kronos: Southern African Histories 124
African Population 
Studies African Population Studies 123
South African Journal of 
International Affairs
South African Journal of International 
Affairs 123
Journal of Islamic Studies Journal for Islamic Studies 118
Transactions of the 
South African Institute of 
Electrical Engineers
SAIEE Africa Research Journal 111
South African Journal of 
Industrial Psychology
South African Journal of Industrial 
Psychology 106
[* It is not clear whether this represents duplication of a single title - Eds] 
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Trends in the demographics of SA journal-article authors
In 2001, CREST published three statistics on the demographics of active publishing 
scientists and scholars at South African universities. The historical findings for 1990 
and 1998 were compared with the most recent available year (2014). The headline 
findings showed significant increases in the numbers of women and black authors 
in knowledge production in SA. The proportion of authors over the age of 50 had 
stabilised at 45% for all research output (Table 5.8).
Table 5.8: Headline demographics of publishing individuals at SA universities
1990 1998 2014
% of scientific papers published by female authors 10% 20% 32%
% of scientific papers published by black authors 3.5% 10% 32%
% of scientific papers published by authors above the 
age of 50 18% 45% 45%
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
Figures 5.10 to 5.12 present more detailed trend data for the past decade. As far 
as the gender (Fig. 5.10) and race (Fig. 5.11) of authors are concerned, it is clear 
that SA has been successful in creating a more representative and inclusive human 
resource base for the country’s science than before. As far as the age of the author 
is concerned (Fig. 5.12), the very steep increase in the number of publishing authors 
over the age of 50 that was recorded between 1990 and 1998 (from 18% to 45%) 
seems to have remained constant. In 2005 this proportion was 42% and in 2014 very 
similar at 45%. Conversely, the proportions of publishing scientists in the youngest 
age category has not increased significantly.
 
Figure 5.10: Gender of authors of scientific papers: 2005 to 2014
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
TWELVE YEARS LATER
81
Figure 5.11: Race of authors of scientific papers: 2005 to 201415 
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
 
Figure 5.12: Age at publication of authors of scientific papers: 2005 to 201416 
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
15 This graph is based on an analysis of 62% of all scientific articles produced by SA academics over this period. 
Because of the methodology followed in linking author demographics to scientific papers, we would suggest 
that these data underestimate the number of black-authored papers. ‘Black’ includes African, coloured and 
Indian. 
16 This graph is based on an analysis of 62% of all scientific articles produced by SA academics over this period. 
Because of the methodology followed in linking author demographics to scientific papers, we would suggest 
that these data underestimate the proportions of younger scientists and scholars in the system.
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Predatory publishing
Peer review in science has been practised for at least three centuries. The 
shortcomings of peer review have been well documented. These shortcomings 
include bias in the review process (North-South bias, institutional bias, gender bias), 
conflicts of interests between reviewers and authors, rejection of very innovative 
(radical) research, and so on. Nonetheless, none of this evidence supports the 
abolition of the peer-review mechanism. However, a number of recent events 
have re-opened debates on peer review:
• The continuing growth in the demand for publishing journal articles (the role 
of new big players such as India and China).
• Increased competition to publish (the effect of continuing globalisation and 
the role of ranking systems).
• The new opportunities to publish through the availability of online journals 
(and specifically mega journals such as PLOS).
The enormous pressure to publish and publish fast, preferably in the very best 
journals, influences both authors and editors. This pressure exists almost everywhere, 
but is particularly intense in Asia (China and India). It is therefore no surprise that the 
most inventive ways to game the peer-review system to get manuscripts published 
have come from China and India. The companies that provide fake peer reviews 
come from countries in Southeast Asia, and most of the authors involved in these 
cases come from the same areas. But it would be a mistake to view this as a Chinese 
or Asian problem. This situation also exists in SA where we have for some time now 
become aware (even if only anecdotally) of the pervasive, and in some cases also 
perverse, effects of the DHET funding system.
Although there is now widespread awareness and presumably also knowledge of 
what predatory publishing is, it is still important to have a clear understanding of 
what is meant by predatory publishing and how it is defined.
• What is predatory publishing? 
 The term is usually attributed to Jeffrey Beall, a librarian at the University of 
Colorado in Denver. Beall who was generally regarded as the unofficial 
‘watchdog’ of predatory publishing administered a website https://
scholarlyoa.com/. Scholarly Open Access summarises what is meant when 
scholars refer to predatory journals and or predatory publishing. His website 
was abruptly closed early in 2017.
 In Table 5.9 the criteria or rules that apply to standard (and ethical) scholarly 
publishing practices and those that are found in predatory publishing are 
compared. 
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Table 5.9: Comparing good practice in scholarly publishing with predatory 
publishing
Category Standard publishing practice Predatory publishing
Business 
model and 
author 
processing 
charges 
(APCs)
Legitimate scholarly 
journals do not 
exist solely for profit 
and usually charge 
reasonable APCs.
Predatory journal are open access (OA) 
journals that exist for the sole purpose of profit. 
These journals very often (not always) charge 
excessive author fees for submission and 
publication.
Origin of 
papers
Authors usually 
submit manuscripts 
to journals of their 
own accord.
Predatory journals typically solicit manuscripts 
by spamming researchers (especially using 
their Yahoo and Gmail accounts).
Journal titles Legitimate journals 
usually have field 
and discipline 
appropriate titles.
Predatory journals often have bizarrely 
broad (e.g. the Global Journal of Advanced 
Research) or disjointed scopes/titles (e.g. the 
Journal of Economics and Engineering). 
Time to 
publication
Publication lag time 
is often correlated 
with the status of 
the journal (with the 
best journals taking 
more time to get to 
production because 
of high demand).
These journals boast extremely rapid (and 
unrealistic) response (review) and publication 
times. They often also publish extremely high 
numbers of papers per year. This is arguably 
one of the best indicators of whether a 
journal is predatory or not, as it speaks to 
the capacity of any editor to handle literally 
hundreds of submissions per year through 
proper peer review.
Journal 
metrics
Journals indexed 
in TR WoS and 
Elsevier Scopus have 
well-defined and 
transparent impact 
factor values.
These journals boast extraordinary and often 
fake journal impact factors as well as false 
claims about where the journal is indexed.
Peer review 
(stature of 
editorial 
board)
Legitimate journals 
have editorial 
boards and editorial 
procedures that 
oversee the process 
of peer review 
properly.
Predatory journals very often have fake 
editorial boards or, at best, editorial boards 
that consist of a small number of individuals 
from the same organisation or country. They 
often enlist members of editorial boards that 
are not experts in the field. They also often 
include scholars on an editorial board without 
their knowledge or permission.
Contact 
information
Legitimate journals 
provide accurate 
and appropriate 
contact information 
about their journal 
and editorial board.
Predatory journals often list false or insufficient 
contact information, including contact 
information that does not clearly state the 
headquarters location or misrepresents the 
headquarters location (e.g. through the use 
of addresses that are actually mail drops). 
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The remainder of this section reports on the results and consequences of an analysis 
of predatory publishing in SA.
It is important to emphasise that Jeffrey Beall maintained two lists: a list of ‘stand-
alone’ predatory journal titles (1 220 titles at the time of writing this report), and 
a list of predatory publishers. The former list was simply a list of individual journals 
which, according to Beall, were predatory journals. For some of these he provides 
additional information in support of his judgement. The latter list is much more 
comprehensive, but at the same time arguably less reliable. This was a list of 
journal (and sometimes also book and proceedings) publishers. In this instance, 
Beall usually argued that a particular publishing house (such as Academic Journals 
or OMICS) had a demonstrated history of publishing questionable journal titles. 
Because of this, all journal titles listed by the publisher were regarded as being 
predatory journals. It is estimated that there were at that time just more than 900 
active publishers on Beall’s list. This list changed almost daily. If one added up the 
number of journals listed under these publishers, the number comes to a staggering 
23 400 titles! However, as will be argued below, it was not always clear that every 
one of these journal titles should have been ‘tagged’ as predatory.
• Defining ‘predatory’
 Even though Beall’s listing was relatively new, there have already been a 
number of contestations around whether his classification of specific journals 
was in fact correct. He has also been criticised by a small number of scholars 
for his methodology and subsequent classification of predatory journals (Coyle, 
2013; Crawford, 2014). As part of this study it was decided not to take Beall’s 
classification at face value, but to undertake a more in-depth assessment of 
the journals tagged by him as predatory, in which South African-authored 
papers had been published.
 Taking Beall’s list as definitive, there are 58 journal titles in which 4 246 South 
African-authored papers have appeared between 2005 and 2014. Each 
of these 58 titles was assessed and subsequently assigned to one of four 
categories:
1 Not predatory: In these cases, it is believed that Beall was simply wrong 
in his classification of the journal or there was insufficient evidence to 
make such a claim.
2 Strong evidence for predatory: In these cases, there was concurrence 
with Beall’s classification.
3 Weak evidence for predatory: In these cases, some evidence that the 
journal might be a predatory journal was found, but the evidence was 
not strong enough to make a definite judgment.
4 Insufficient evidence: In these cases, no pertinent evidence could be 
found to make a judgment either way. If one assumes that the ‘burden 
of proof’ in this case is on the ‘assessor’, these journals should probably 
be tagged as ‘not predatory’, at least for the time being.
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The resultant classification of the journals is summarised in Table 5.10. 
Table 5.10: ‘Predatory’ journals with SA-authored papers: 2005 to 2014
Journal Not predatory
Insuffi-
cient 
evidence
Predatory 
– weak 
evidence
Pre-
datory 
– strong 
evidence
No of 
papers
Actual Problems of 
Economics 9 9
African Journal of 
Agricultural Research 251 251
African Journal of 
Biotechnology 472 472
African Journal of 
Business Management 451 451
African Journal of Food 
Science 2 2
African Journal of 
Microbiology Research 105 105
African Journal 
of Pharmacy and 
Pharmacology
61 61
Aging-US 1 1
American International 
Journal of Contemporary 
Research
2 2
Anthropologist: 
International Journal 
of Contemporary and 
Applied Studies of Man
180 180
Archives Des Sciences 
Journal 15 15
Asian Journal of 
Chemistry 33 33
Banks and Bank Systems 21 21
Canadian Journal of Pure 
and Applied Sciences 1 1
Cellular and Molecular 
Biology 2 2
Corporate Board: Role, 
Duties and Composition 10 10
Corporate Ownership 
and Control 270 270
Environmental Economics 30 30
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Journal Not predatory
Insuffi-
cient 
evidence
Predatory 
– weak 
evidence
Pre-
datory 
– strong 
evidence
No of 
papers
European Journal of 
Science and Theology 3 3
European Journal of 
Sustainable Development 1 1
European Scientific 
Journal 3 3
International Business 
and Economics Research 
Journal
241 241
International Journal of 
Advanced Computer 
Technology
1 1
International Journal of 
Computer Applications 2 2
International Journal of 
Educational Sciences 191 191
International Journal of 
Electrochemical Science 232 232
International Journal of 
Engineering and Applied 
Sciences
1 1
International Journal of 
Sustainable Development 14 14
Investment Management 
and Financial Innovations 9 9
Journal of Animal and 
Plant Sciences (Nairobi) 12 12
Journal of Applied 
Business Research 72 72
Journal of 
Communication (Delhi) 20 20
Journal of Economics 
(Delhi) 25 25
Journal of Economics and 
Behavioral Studies 111 111
Journal of Environmental 
Biology 1 1
Journal of Governance 
and Regulation 34 34
Journal of Human 
Ecology 289 289
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Journal Not predatory
Insuffi-
cient 
evidence
Predatory 
– weak 
evidence
Pre-
datory 
– strong 
evidence
No of 
papers
Journal of Industrial and 
Intelligent Information 1 1
Journal of Information 
Management 1 1
Journal of Media and 
Communication Studies 1 1
Journal of Medicinal 
Plants Research 98 98
Journal of Natural 
Products (India) 3 3
Journal of Physical 
Therapy Science 1 1
Journal of Psychology 
(Delhi) 12 12
Journal of Social Sciences 502 502
Journal of Sociology and 
Social Anthropology 68 68
Mathematical and Com-
putational Applications 21 21
Mediterranean Journal of 
Social Sciences 72 72
Oncotarget 2 2
Problems and Perspect-
ives in Management 68 68
Risk Governance and 
Control: Financial Markets 
and Institutions
42 42
Romanian 
Biotechnological Letters 1 1
Scientific Research and 
Essays 73 73
Studies of Tribes and 
Tribals 66 66
Studies on Ethno-
Medicine 32 32
Technics Technologies 
Education Management 1 1
Turkish Online Journal of 
Educational Technology 3 3
Grand total 274 65 1 015 2 863 4 246
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• Results
 Using this four-way classification enabled an estimation of the overall extent of 
predatory publishing in SA. The 339 papers in the ten journals that have been 
classified as either ‘not predatory’ or for which there is ‘insufficient evidence’ 
to make a judgement have been excluded. This left a total number of 3 907 
papers which constitute 3.4% of the total article production over the past ten 
years. The disaggregation by evidence categories is as follows: 2 863 papers 
(or 2.5%) appeared in journals which are classified as probably predatory 
(strong supporting evidence) and 1 015 (or 0.09%) appeared in journals which 
are classified as possibly predatory (weak supporting evidence). 
• Predatory publishing over time
 A cursory inspection of data presented in Table 5.10 shows that the biggest 
increase has occurred in more recent years, especially since 2011. This is 
specifically true for article output in those journals that we have classified as 
being probably predatory. These trends are presented in Figure 5.13. 
 Figure 5.13: The increase in the number of papers published by SA authors in 
predatory journals (2005 to 2014)
 Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
• The spread of predatory publishing by university
 In order to understand whether predatory publishing patterns differ according 
to HEI, the number of papers was disaggregated by university. The results 
(Table 5.15) showed clearly that academics at all South African universities are 
engaging in this practice. However, to determine whether predatory publishing 
is more prevalent at some universities than others, it was necessary to take 
account of the size of the university (amongst other things). Hence, the number 
of articles in predatory journals was normalised by the total article production 
of each university. The results revealed quite large differences (Table 5.11). 
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Table 5.11: ‘Predatory’ papers by SA university (2005 to 2014)
Uni-
versity
Pred-
atory – 
strong 
evidence
Share 
of total 
papers
Pred-
atory – 
weak 
evidence
Share 
of total 
papers
Total 
‘pred-
atory’
Share 
of total 
papers
Total 
number 
of 
papers
CPUT 107 7.9% 80 5.9% 187 13.8% 1 358
CUT 71 13.4% 11 2.1% 82 15.5% 528
DUT 86 10.5% 51 6.2% 137 16.7% 819
MUT 22 16.3% 13 9.6% 35 25.9% 135
NMU 41 1.8% 8 0.4% 49 2.2% 2 268
NWU 357 4.7% 51 0.7% 408 5.4% 7 520
RU 11 0.3% 18 0.4% 29 0.7% 4 286
SU 126 0.9% 20 0.1% 146 1.0% 14 005
TUT 93 4.5% 26 1.3% 119 5.8% 2 051
UCT 40 0.3% 4 0.0% 44 0.3% 14 533
UFH 220 14.7% 160 10.7% 380 25.4% 1 496
UFS 115 1.9% 36 0.6% 151 2.5% 6 105
UJ 224 4.3% 18 0.3% 242 4.6% 5 256
UKZN 269 1.9% 167 1.2% 436 3.0% 14 449
UL 151 7.7% 68 3.5% 219 11.2% 1 960
UNISA 546 6.9% 44 0.6% 590 7.5% 7 863
UNIVEN 164 14.9% 74 6.7% 238 21.7% 1 097
UP 108 0.7% 74 0.5% 182 1.2% 15 348
UWC 50 1.3% 25 0.7% 75 2.0% 3 801
UZ 33 3.7% 22 2.4% 55 6.1% 900
VUT 42 7.3% 12 2.1% 54 9.4% 573
WITS 63 0.5% 32 0.2% 95 0.7% 12 929
WSU 76 16.0% 43 9.1% 119 25.1% 475
Total 3 015 2.5% 1 057 0.9% 4 072 3.4% 119 755
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
 Focusing on the first two columns (strong evidence category), small proportions 
of papers (less than the mean of 2.5%) were produced at the major research 
universities (UCT, SU, UP, Wits, RU, UKZN, UFS and UWC) and one comprehensive 
university, NMU. At the other end of the spectrum we find that relatively large 
proportions (more than 10%) of all papers produced over the past ten years 
at WSU, MUT, UFH, UNIVEN, DUT, CUT, CPUT, UL, UZ, UJ and VUT appeared in 
predatory journals. The pattern of predatory publishing in the category of 
‘possible predatory journals’ (weak evidence) is mostly similar with UFH, MUT, 
WSU, DUT, CPUT, UNIVEN and UL recording proportions of papers significantly 
above the national average.  
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• Predatory publishing by scientific field
 The final analysis focused on the subject categories or scientific fields in which 
these papers were published. Using the link between journal title and subject 
field (as in the TR WoS database), each predatory journal was linked to a 
single subject category or scientific field. Although the assignment of journals 
to a single subject category is not always straightforward (even though a 
category entitled Multidisciplinary Science was included), the general picture 
that emerged from this analysis presents a reasonably accurate picture of the 
spread of papers by subject category (Figs. 5.14 and 5.15). Again the papers 
were disaggregated by journal classification (probable and possible predatory 
journals).
Figure 5.14: Distribution of predatory articles by subject category (Probably 
predatory: strong evidence) 
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
Figure 5.15: Distribution of predatory articles by subject category (Possibly 
predatory: weak evidence) 
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
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A comparison of these graphs reveals some differences, but the overall picture 
that emerges from this analysis is not dissimilar. In both cases, articles in the 
social sciences and humanities and the economic and management sciences 
dominate. This result is also consistent with the disaggregation by university 
and why predatory publishing at some of the top research universities with 
large medical and natural sciences faculties are less common. Of course, the 
bigger question is why predatory publishing in SA is so much more prevalent in 
the broad field of the human sciences rather than in other fields.
• Discussion
Scholarly publishing in South African is heavily influenced by the DHET system 
of paying subsidies to universities for research publications. This, as is argued 
elsewhere (Mouton, 2008), is the major driver behind the huge increase in 
publication output since 2005 and has become the major incentive for many 
academics to publish as many articles as quickly as they can. Assuming that 
all the papers that have been identified as predatory received funding (at an 
average of around R100 000 per fully-counted paper), an amount of between 
R100 and R300 m (depending on whether the calculations are based on 
possibly or probably predatory journals) have been paid to universities for 
publications that have appeared in predatory journals as classified by Beall. 
This is clearly cause for concern. 
It should be mentioned that there are many factors that drive researchers to 
good practice in producing smaller numbers of higher-impact papers, seeking 
out highly reputable journals and collaborating with partners not in the DHET 
subsidy system (local science councils and institutions abroad). These include 
the NRF’s rating system based on the use of multiple internationally recognised 
referees, grant-making and promotion procedures in which only the best papers 
are scrutinised in detail, and invitations to speak at international conferences, 
etc. These rewards are personal and individual, while the DHET subsidy system 
is institutional, excepting when the inherently undesirable practice is followed 
of paying out part of the subsidy to authors in an institution.  
It is important to emphasise that it is not the view or intention of the authors 
of this report to lay blame on individual academics who have published in 
predatory journals. There is enough evidence to indicate that many academics 
are quite unaware of these practices. Young and inexperienced scholars may 
be advised by senior academics to publish in such journals without knowing 
that this may compromise their academic career. It is equally important to 
point out that all of the 48 journals in the database identified as being actually 
or possibly predatory journals were at the time included in one of the three 
lists (the majority appears in the ProQuest IBSS list) recognised by the DHET for 
funding purposes. This means that academics (and their university research 
offices) were within their right to submit these papers for subsidy purposes and 
no ‘rule’ of the funding framework was violated. But this rather ‘bureaucratic’ 
position misses a main point of this report, viz. that South African academics 
should not become complicit in predatory publishing on ethical grounds. Most 
of these journals do violate the basic rules of ethical publishing and research 
integrity and should therefore be avoided. 
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The results of this study have consequences at the systemic, institutional and 
individual levels.
At the systemic level, national departments and agencies such as the DHET, 
CHE and NRF will have to take action to ensure that predatory publishing does 
not become the norm at South African universities, especially in the human 
sciences, and compromise the quality of scientific and scholarly publishing in 
the country. 
Arguably the main responsibility lies with the DHET who will have to take a 
stand on whether it will in the future fund papers that have appeared in 
journals that have been unequivocally identified to meet all or most of the 
criteria to be regarded as a predatory journal. Their response to the case of 
the Mediterranean Journal of the Social Sciences suggests that they would 
decide not to fund papers in journals of this kind. In order to discourage the 
practice of publishing in predatory journals and bringing the SA HE system into 
disrepute, we believe that the DHET should, as a matter of urgency, revisit the 
lists that are currently approved for subsidy purposes (most notably the IBSS) 
and even consider placing a moratorium on the continued accreditation of 
those journals that are suspected of being predatory. 
It is also an issue that the CHE, who has the systemic responsibility to assure 
quality in HE, will have to take up and act upon these findings. Perhaps the time 
has come to organise a national indaba where all universities and stakeholders 
are represented to discuss this issue and measures to address the scourge of 
predatory publishing and other questionable publication practices by South 
African academics. And finally, it is very clear that the NRF will have to take an 
explicit position on this matter as it is not inconceivable that academics, and 
especially young academics, could in future apply for funding and ratings with 
curricula vitae (CV) that include any number of papers in predatory journals 
and conference proceedings.  
A number of South African universities have already taken steps to alert their 
staff to the dangers of predatory publishing, but a quick scan of the universities 
reveals that this applies more to the established research universities where 
predatory publishing is less common. It is clear that the research offices at all 
South African universities need to alert all their staff pro-actively about the 
implications of predatory publishing. Equally important is the imperative to 
improve their validation procedures before papers are submitted to the DHET 
for subsidy.  
Finally, at the individual scholar level, we would argue that it is a specific 
responsibility for senior academics and specifically supervisors to be alert to 
the dangers of predatory publishing. In the same way that senior academics 
and supervisors inform and guide their younger colleagues and doctoral 
students about research ethics and the imperatives of conforming to good 
practice in research integrity, it now becomes an additional responsibility 
to guide young academics in their publication strategies and choices. It is 
well documented (Xia, 2015; Xia et al., 2015) that young scholars and very 
often doctoral graduates are targeted by these predators. Unless they are 
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properly informed and guided in their publication strategies, young scholars 
could find themselves building a CV that is increasingly based on publishing 
in questionable journals. There is even the danger that journal articles that are 
submitted as part of a doctoral study (so-called ‘PhD by paper’) may end up 
in predatory journals and hence compromise the quality assurance process of 
the doctorate.
In the final analysis, it is clear that predatory publishing poses a significant threat 
to science in SA. If it continues to increase at the rate of growth of the past 
five years, predatory publishing may well become the norm in some disciplines 
and at some universities. Not only will this affect the very fabric of the science 
system (our confidence in the peer review system), but it will also undermine 
the trust and confidence of the general public in science and its products.
Questionable publication practices*
There are at least three publication practices which should be regarded as 
questionable (if not unethical):
• Unacceptable levels of publication intensity by the editor or a member of 
the editorial board (in their journal).
• Unacceptable publication intensity by an individual in the journal (for 
example, publication of an excessively large number of papers in the same 
issue. More than two papers in the same issue would be considered an 
excessively large number.
• ‘Publication cartels’ where two or more individuals (sometimes also members 
of the editorial board) co-author repeatedly in the same journal.
Why is the term ‘unethical practices’ not used? The term ‘unethical’ assumes 
some notion of ‘intent to defraud’ or ‘intent to break the rules’ which in turn 
presupposes some knowledge of the rules of the game. However, it is believed 
that there is insufficient consensus in the field of scholarly publishing about all the 
‘rules of appropriate publication behaviour’. There is still some degree of ambiguity 
surrounding these rules. This applies both to the rules or criteria of accreditation and 
Beall’s rules about predatory journals and publishing.
Case 1: Journal A
Journal A is a refereed journal published quarterly (March, June, September and 
December) by Publisher A. The editor-in-chief and the editorial committee serve 
as a review board in conjunction with appointed reviewers throughout Africa and 
overseas for special topics. The current editor-in-chief is ****** from the Department 
of ****** at ******. He recently succeeded ****** from the university of ****** as editor. 
Figure 5.16 shows the number of papers published each year from 2005 to 2015.
*[For legal and ethical reasons, all names of authors, journals and their publishers have been replaced by asterisks or 
anonymous references in the following section only. The original unredacted version is held by Prof J Mouton and his 
colleagues at CREST/SCiSTIP at Stellenbosch University.]
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Figure 5.16: Number of papers in Journal A by year*
The steep increase in the number of papers in Journal A since 2011 requires further 
investigation. A breakdown by address of the authors is presented in Figure 5.17.
 
Figure 5.17: Institutional affiliations of Journal A authors*
The breakdown by institutional affiliation gave a first indication of some questionable 
publication practices, with 64% of all authorships produced by members of the 
editorial board (indicated in green in the figure) of the journal. The disaggregation 
by individual author (Table 5.12) presents an even more disturbing picture.
Table 5.12: Most prolific Journal A authors in descending order*
Author Papers Institution Share Cum %
****** 113 ****** 3.3% 3.3%
****** 77 ****** 2.2% 5.5%
****** 58 ****** 1.7% 7.1%
****** 58 ****** 1.7% 8.8%
*[For legal and ethical reasons, all names of authors, journals and their publishers have been replaced by asterisks 
or anonymous references in the following section only. The original unredacted version is held by Prof J Mouton 
and his colleagues at CREST/SCiSTIP at Stellenbosch University.]
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Author Papers Institution Share Cum %
****** 57 ****** 1.6% 10.4%
****** 50 ****** 1.4% 11.9%
****** 42 ****** 1.2% 13.1%
****** 41 ****** 1.2% 14.3%
****** 41 ****** 1.2% 15.4%
****** 38 ****** 1.1% 16.5%
****** 37 ****** 1.1% 17.6%
****** 30 ****** 0.9% 18.5%
It is already of some concern that the previous editor in chief, ****** published 58 
articles in the journal (the same applies to the current editor, ******). However, what 
is most striking is the publication profile of Prof ******, who is also a member of the 
editorial board (Fig. 5.18). 
 
Figure 5.18: Publication profile of ******
It is not just the sheer volume of output in one journal that is striking, but even in 
the same issue. In October 2011, he published 11 out of 15 articles in one issue. We 
believe that these are very clear examples of questionable publication practices.
 
Case 2: Journal B*
The Journal B* is an open access journal published by Publisher B in ******. It is one of 
the journals that was flagged because of the anomalous increases in its published 
articles over very short time frames, thereby raising a question about its capacity 
to undertake rigorous and appropriate peer review. For example, the journal 
content expanded exponentially between 2007 and 2011 from 243 pages in 2007 
to a startling 13 579 pages in 2011. TR was asked in 2010 to review Journal B and 
2014
2015
*[For legal and ethical reasons, all names of authors, journals and their publishers have been replaced by asterisks 
or anonymous references in the following section only. The original unredacted version is held by Prof J Mouton 
and his colleagues at CREST/SCiSTIP at Stellenbosch University.]
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finally removed the journal from its list in February 2012, some 18 months after serious 
questions regarding practices at the journal were submitted to the knowledge firm. 
A total of 451 papers were published in the journal in recent years. These papers were 
produced by a total of 443 unique authors. The vast majority of authors produced 
only one or a fraction of a paper. A few authors produced larger numbers. Table 
5.13 lists the authors (in descending order) who have published five or more papers 
in the journal. 
Table 5.13: The most prolific authors who published in Journal B*
Surname Initial
Nr of 
papers
****** * 69
****** * 14
****** * 9
****** * 7
****** * 7
****** * 7
****** * 6
****** * 6
****** * 6
****** * 5
****** ** 5
****** ** 5
****** * 5
****** * 5
****** * 5
****** * 5
****** * 5
****** * 5
****** * 4
Two names stand out: ****** and ******. The former is the editor-in-chief of the 
journal. In 2011, he authored or co-authored 23 articles and in 2012 he contributed 
41 papers to his own journal. It is believed that this is a clear case of a questionable 
publication practice.
*[For legal and ethical reasons, all names of authors, journals and their publishers have been replaced by asterisks 
or anonymous references in the following section only. The original unredacted version is held by Prof J Mouton 
and his colleagues at CREST/SCiSTIP at Stellenbosch University.]
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Summary
The enormous pressure to publish and publish fast, preferably in the very best 
journals, influences both authors and editors. This pressure exists almost everywhere, 
but is particularly intense in Asia (China and India). It is therefore no surprise that the 
most inventive ways to game the peer-review system to get manuscripts published 
have come from China and India. This situation is no less true in SA where we 
have for some time now seen the pervasive effects of the DHET funding system in 
combination with the NRF-rating system.
The problem is the perverse incentive systems in scientific publishing. As long as 
authors are (mostly) rewarded for publishing many articles and editors are (mostly) 
rewarded for publishing the articles rapidly, new ways of gaming the traditional 
publication models will be invented more quickly than new control measures can 
be put in place.
• We need to establish more timely alert systems to assist universities (and 
their research offices) to identify cases of clear predatory publishing before 
submitting for publication subsidies.
• We need ongoing analyses of SA publication practices to identify cases of 
questionable publication and again to alert the DHET and university research 
offices to such practices.
• We need to run more workshops in basic bibliometrics (understanding 
the publication and citation behaviour, the dangers of unethical and 
questionable practices in scientific authorship and especially of predatory 
publishing) for all students and emerging scholars.
It is imperative that we protect the integrity of our publication system and hence 
also of the funding system. Growth in output must go hand in hand with proper 
quality and ethical ‘surveillance’.
Book publishing
High-level trends in scientific book (monograph) publishing in SA
The process for paying subsidies for book and book chapters (and also conference 
proceedings) is quite different from the way in which subsidies for journal articles 
are paid to universities. Unlike in the case of journals, there is currently no similar list 
of ‘accredited’ publishers that can be used for the assessment of book and book 
chapter submissions. This means that universities would typically make submissions 
in these categories (according to the relevant rules) to the DHET which would then 
convene a panel to review each submission individually. In the recent past, ASSAf 
had been requested to undertake such a peer-review process through a range 
of panels and then advise the DHET accordingly. However, this arrangement was 
suspended for the most recent period (since the 2015 submissions).
The first results refer to the high-level trends in approved subsidy-units for books and 
book chapters (Fig. 5.19) and clearly show the increase (especially since 2011) in 
outputs in these two categories.
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Figure 5.19: Increase in book and book chapter units (2005 – 2014)
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
Book and book chapter subsidy units constitute approximately 4.3% of total 
publication output over the past ten years (Fig. 5.20). The trend line over this period 
(Fig. 5.21) shows a gradual increase in its share – a trend that may increase with the 
introduction of new book subsidy values in 2017.
 
Figure 5.20: Proportional share of the three publication categories (2005 – 2014)
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
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Figure 5.21: Relative share of book/chapter and conference proceedings of 
overall publication output
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
Book and book chapter submissions (2005 – 2014)
The trends in book and book chapter submissions made by the individual universities 
over this time period are discussed in the following section. The ‘raw’ data submitted 
by the individual universities were collated and integrated into SAK for the purpose 
of these analyses.
Table 5.14: Overview of book and book chapter submissions (2005 – 2014)
Document type
20
05
20
06
20
07
20
08
20
09
20
10
20
11
20
12
20
13
20
14
G
ra
nd
 
To
ta
l
Book 
authorships
38 28 64 70 94 112 124 161 156 181 1047
Book (unique 
titles)
33 22 60 62 84 95 107 147 134 162 906
Chapter 
(authorships)
201 220 676 608 816 940 1332 1972 1825 2123 10850
Chapters 
(unique titles)
98 95 278 280 399 439 567 853 840 964 4813
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[Note:  A distinction is made between unique titles (full document count) and 
authorships (fractional counting at the author level]. 
The general trends are quite clear. The number of unique book titles submitted for 
funding increased from only 33 in 2005 to 162 in 2014. At the same time the number 
of unique chapters in books increased from 98 to 964.  The top 20 publishers which 
produced these books and book chapters are listed in Figure 5.22. The individual 
shares of different publishers are evenly spread with no single publisher dominating. 
The list includes both local academic publishers and university presses, together 
with a small number of prominent international publishers.
Figure 5.22: Top 20 book publishers
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
Submissions of chapters in edited books/collections
The database includes a list of 4 868 book chapter titles as submitted for the period 
between 2005 and 2014. Focusing on the top 20 publishers, it is found that a small 
number of international publishing houses dominates the list (Fig. 5.23). This is 
different from the picture that emerged from the analysis of book titles. Whereas the 
publication of books (mostly monographs) tends to happen with local publishers 
(quite a number of university presses and the HSRC), the patterns with regard to 
book chapter contributions is rather ‘international’. 
-
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Figure 5.23: Top 20 publishers of book chapters
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
‘Ranking’ of different publishing houses
One of the aims of this study was to look into the matter of the quality and reputation 
of the publishers in which SA academics publish. A review of the literature shows 
that there are very few generally accepted ‘rankings’ of publishers. Only two could 
be found: the socio-economic and natural sciences of the environment (SENSE) 
ranking and the ranking by the Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD) done 
for the Norwegian Research Council. The CREST database contains 11 890 unique 
book and book chapter titles that were submitted for subsidy during the period 2005 
to 2014. When linking these titles to the SENSE and NSD ratings (or their associated 
publishers), the following is observed as depicted in Figure 5.24:
• 29% of these titles were published by publishers that were not rated by either 
of these systems.
• 35% of these titles were published by publishers rated by SENSE.
• 71% of these titles were published by publishers rated by NSD.
-
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Figure 5.24: Comparing SENSE and NSD ratings at the level of book and  
chapter titles
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
Focusing more closely on the publishers in the CREST database and how many 
of them have SENSE and NSD ratings, Figure 5.25 shows that 26% of all book and 
book chapter submissions were submitted by publishers that have a SENSE rating. 
This group of titles (n=4 244) was further disaggregated by the four highest SENSE 
categories (A, B, C and D) in Figure 5.26. These results show that a relatively small 
proportion of titles are submitted that are published by the top-ranked publishers in 
the world – at least according to the SENSE ranking.
  
Figure 5.25: Number of books and 
chapters
Submissions in total  
Figure 5.26: Number of books and 
chapters 
Submissions by SENSE rating category
8427
4198
3422
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A similar comparison is provided in Figures 5.27 and 5.28 for titles submitted by NSD 
ranked publishers. The data show that 40% of all titles submitted were produced by 
publishers that have a NSD rating. Of these, 30% were published by publishers in the 
highest ranked (Level 2) publishers.
   
Figure 5.27: Number of books and 
chapters
Submissions in total  
Figure 5.28: Number of books and 
chapters 
Submissions by NSD rating category
 
In Table 5.15 the SENSE/NSD rankings are compared with the recommendations 
made by the ASSAf panels (2013 data only). The point about this comparison is to 
see if there is sufficient convergence between the more detailed reviews of book 
titles by the ASSAf panels and the international rankings of the relevant publishers. 
The last column in Table 5.15 lists the percentage YES recommendations (i.e. the 
ASSAf panel recommending that a specific title be subsidised) for that particular 
publisher. The results show that all titles submitted during that time period by books 
published by Wits University Press, Cambridge University Press (CUP), Palgrave 
MacMillan, UKZN Press and Jacana Media were recommended for subsidy (100% 
YES).  The results are listed in descending order.
Table 5.15: Comparison between SENSE and NSD rankings and ASSAf 
recommendations
Publisher No Yes Total SENSE NSD % No % Yes
Wits University Press 128 128 1 0% 100%
Cambridge University Press 
(CUP)
94 94 A 2 0% 100%
Palgrave Macmillan 75 75 B 2 0% 100%
University of KwaZulu-Natal 
(UKZN) Press
63 63 0% 100%
Jacana Media 47 47 0% 100%
Springer 27 184 211 B 1 13% 87%
Publisher No Yes Total SENSE NSD % No % Yes
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Routledge 27 161 188 B 2 14% 86%
Oxford University Press 26 119 145 A 2 18% 82%
Juta 12 52 64 19% 81%
Africa Institute of South 
Africa
17 60 77 1 22% 78%
Brill 20 58 78 B 2 26% 74%
AFRICAN SUN MeDIA 40 98 138 1 29% 71%
HSRC Press 43 77 120 1 36% 64%
UCT Press 27 44 71 1 38% 62%
Nova Science Publishers 28 43 71 C 1 39% 61%
Pearson 16 24 40 40% 60%
Unisa Press 20 26 46 1 43% 57%
LexisNexis 32 16 48 1 67% 33%
InTech 54 21 75 1 72% 28%
The general picture that emerges from these comparisons would suggest that 
there is reasonable convergence between the ASSAf recommendations and the 
international rankings of publishers. On the whole, publishers that are ranked highly 
by SENSE (A, B or C) or by NSD (Level 2) produced titles that were found by the 
ASSAf panel worthy of subsidy. 
We believe that this is an extremely significant result as it reaffirms the value of the 
ASSAf review process as an additional source of information in the decision-making 
process related to book and book chapters that should qualify for subsidy.
Conference proceedings
High-level trends in publication of conference proceedings
Conference proceedings constituted 7% of all approved publication outputs 
over the past ten years. Figure 5.29 compares the actual subsidy units approved 
for conference proceedings over the period 2005 to 2014 with the number of 
submissions made. The results show that there has been a significant increase in 
the number of submissions made (from around 500 in 2005 to over 3 100 in 2014 (a 
six-fold increase). However, the number of approved proceedings titles has not 
increased at the same rate.
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Figure 5.29: Conference proceedings approved compared to submissions 
(2005 to 2014)
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
The total number of submissions made for conference proceedings during the 
period 2005 to 2014 sums to 17 214.  These submissions translated into 6 723 unique 
conference titles  
Conference proceedings outputs by university*
In this section the subsidies as awarded for conference proceedings by university 
(source for these data is the DHET annual reports on research outputs) are compared 
with the number of conference submissions made by each university. Figures 5.30 
and 5.31 present the data for each category separately.
Figure 5.30: Conference proceedings titles submitted by university (2005 – 2014)
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
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Figure 5.31: Conference proceedings subsidies awarded by university 
(2005 – 2014)
Data source: SA Knowledgebase (SAK), CREST
Over the period 2005 to 2014 a total of 6 857.39 subsidy units were awarded to 
the universities for their conference proceedings. This constituted about 25% of 
the total number of titles (n = 26 842) that had been submitted for subsidy. Figure 
5.32 shows the ‘success rates’ of the individual universities over this period: listing 
the universities in order of the proportion of their subsidies awarded against titles 
submitted. 
*Cautionary note: Some of the universities (such as WSU, DUT and MUT) which 
recorded high “success rates” submitted very small numbers of titles. This means 
that the results in this graph should be read in conjunction with the results presented 
in the previous two graphs.
Figure 5.32: ‘Success rates’ of universities in securing subsidy for conference 
proceedings
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What is striking from this graph is the fact that the success rate of UKZN (62.7%) 
is much higher than the average (25%) as well as that of the other top research 
universities (RU = 33%; Wits = 33%; UCT = 25%; UP = 24% and SU=20%)
The issue of quality in conference proceeding submissions
The only measure of the quality of conference submissions available were the 
ASSAf recommendations made during 2014 and 2015 (for titles submitted in 2013 
and 2014). After cleaning the unique conference names the recommendations 
(YES or NO) were captured and used to generate Table 5.16. The table lists the 
simplified and cleaned proceedings names in descending order of percentage 
positive (YES) recommendations. A threshold criterion to ensure robustness in the 
results was applied whereby only cases where at least 20 titles had been submitted 
were included.
Table 5.16: List of conference names in descending order by % positive 
recommendations by ASSAf (N>20 submissions)
Conference name No Yes Grand Total % YES
Conference of the Southern Africa Institute for 
Management Scientists 255 255 100%
Conference of the South African Institute 
of Computer Science and Information 
Technologists
181 181 100%
Annual Conference on World Wide Web 
Applications 179 179 100%
International Conference on Mathematics, 
Science and Technology Education 121 121 100%
Annual Symposium of the Pattern Recognition 
Association of South Africa 110 110 100%
IEEE International Conference on Industrial 
Technology 102 102 100%
Southern African Universities Power Engineering 
Conference 97 97 100%
Information Security for South Africa 
Conference 93 93 100%
Southern African Transport Conference 85 85 100%
International Development Informatics 
Association Conference 80 80 100%
AMI Ferrous and Base Metals Development 
Network Conference 64 64 100%
International Conference on Concrete Repair 
Rehabilitation and Retrofitting 64 64 100%
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Conference name No Yes Grand Total % YES
International Conference on Electrical 
Machines 59 59 100%
International Conference of the Planetary 
Scientific Research Centre 58 58 100%
International Conference on Heat Transfer, 
Fluid Mechanics and Thermodynamics 58 58 100%
International Conference of the Southern 
African Society for Education 49 49 100%
South African Conference on Computational 
and Applied Mechanics 49 49 100%
All Africa Horticulture Congress 48 48 100%
International Conference on Infrastructure 
Development in Africa 47 47 100%
International Platinum Conference 42 42 100%
IBIMA International Business Information 
Management Association Conference 39 39 100%
International Conference on Aerospace, 
Mechanical, Automotive and Materials 
Engineering
37 37 100%
International Conference on Lightning 
Protection 36 36 100%
Conference of British Academy Management 35 35 100%
Conference on the Domestic Use of Energy 35 35 100%
IASTED Africa Conference on Modelling and 
Simulation 35 35 100%
Geo-Information Society of South Africa 
Conference 34 34 100%
IEEE Engineering in Medicine and Biology 
Society International Conference 34 34 100%
Southern African Solar Energy Conference 34 34 100%
International Conference on Engineering 
Education and Research/International 
Conference on Information Technology
33 33 100%
International Symposium on Human Aspects of 
Information Security & Assurance 33 33 100%
IEEE Engineering in Medicine and Biology 
Society International Conference/Conference 
of Japanese Society for Medical and Biological 
Engineering
32 32 100%
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Conference name No Yes Grand Total % YES
International Conference on Computer, Mining 
and Mechanical Engineering/International 
Conference on Chemical, Environmental and 
Metallurgical Engineering
32 32 100%
SolarPACES 31 31 100%
International Conference on Operations and 
Supply Chain Management 30 30 100%
IASTED African Conference on Power and 
Energy Systems 28 28 100%
IEEE International Conference on Power System 
Technology 27 27 100%
International Conference on Ambient Systems, 
Networks and Technologies 27 27 100%
International Conference on E-Leadership 27 27 100%
Conference of the Academy of World Business, 
Marketing and Management Development 26 26 100%
International Network Conference 26 26 100%
Annual Conference: Association of 
Researchers in Construction Management 25 25 100%
ANTS – International Conference on Swarm 
Intelligence 25 25 100%
IIE International Conference on Chemical 
Engineering and Advanced Computational 
Technologies
25 25 100%
International Symposium on Tools and Methods 
of Competitive Engineering 25 25 100%
International Conference on Advances 
in Engineering Sciences and Applied 
Mathematics
24 24 100%
Advances in Hospitality and Tourism Marketing 
& Management Conference 23 23 100%
International Conference on Sustainable 
Energy Technologies 23 23 100%
Enterprise Systems Conference 22 22 100%
IEEE International Conference on Intelligent 
Transportation Systems 21 21 100%
International Conference on Construction in 
the 21st Century 21 21 100%
Life in a Changing Urban Landscape: 
Proceedings of the IGU Urban Geography 
Commission
21 21 100%
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Conference name No Yes Grand Total % YES
Conference of the South African Institute of 
Physics 6 502 508 98.8%
International Mineral Processing Congress 2 106 108 98.1%
Conference of the Southern African 
Association for Research in Mathematics, 
Science and Technology Education
128 131 97.7%
IST-Africa 2 72 74 97.3%
Southern Africa Telecommunications Networks 
and Applications Conference 332 342 97.1%
Construction, Building and Real Estate 
Conference – Royal Institution of Chartered 
Surveyors
66 68 97.1%
Conference of the South African Society for 
Engineering Education 32 33 97.0%
International Cost Engineering Council World 
Congress 1 59 61 96.7%
IEEE Power and Energy Society 5 127 132 96.2%
International Conference on Electromagnetics 
in Advanced Applications 3 74 77 96.1%
Portland International Centre for Management 
of Engineering and Technology 3 119 124 96.0%
Pan-Pacific Conference 4 181 190 95.3%
African Cyber Citizenship Conference 1 20 21 95.2%
International Conference on Wireless Networks 20 21 95.2%
International Conference on Latest Trends in 
Engineering and Technology/International 
Conference on Economics, Humanities, Bio-
Technology and Environment Engineering
3 54 57 94.7%
International Conference on Computers & 
Industrial Engineering 7 124 131 94.7%
Conference on the Industrial and Commercial 
Use of Energy 10 168 178 94.4%
IEEE International Symposium on Power Line 
Communications and its Applications 4 65 69 94.2%
Conference of the South African Statistical 
Association 2 32 34 94.1%
IEEE International Conference on Adaptive 
Science and Technology 5 78 83 94.0%
International Conference on Construction 
Materials and Structures 5 69 74 93.2%
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Conference name No Yes Grand Total % YES
CIB World Building Congress 27 29 93.1%
Conference of the South African Accounting 
Association 2 53 57 93.0%
International Federation of Automatic Control 8 102 110 92.7%
People in Construction Conference 2 25 27 92.6%
IEEE Congress on Evolutionary Computation 2 23 25 92.0%
IEEE World Congress on Computational 
Intelligence 3 33 36 91.7%
South African Association for Public 
Administration and Management Conference 5 54 59 91.5%
e-Skills for Knowledge Production and 
Innovation Conference 4 42 46 91.3%
International Heat Transfer Conference 6 61 67 91.0%
ISHS Acta Horticulturae 5 50 55 90.9%
Cumulus Conference 2 20 22 90.9%
International Conference on ICT for Africa 2 20 22 90.9%
World Academy of Science, Engineering and 
Technology 4 99 109 90.8%
International Conference on Education and 
New Learning Technologies 2 29 32 90.6%
International Farm Management Association 
Congress 3 27 30 90.0%
International Conference on e-Learning 7 62 69 89.9%
World Congress on Engineering & Computer 
Science 10 94 105 89.5%
Built Environment Conference 42 47 89.4%
International Conference on Development 
Finance & Economic Transformation 3 24 27 88.9%
Southern African Institute for Industrial 
Engineering Conference 5 183 207 88.4%
International Conference on Engineering, 
Project and Production Management 1 30 34 88.2%
International Conference on Design, 
Development & Research 6 42 48 87.5%
World Congress on Engineering 5 75 86 87.2%
International DEFSA conference 27 31 87.1%
Ireland International Conference on Education 4 27 31 87.1%
World Conference on Educational Media & 
Technology 4 46 53 86.8%
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Conference name No Yes Grand Total % YES
International Conference on Industrial 
Technology 4 26 30 86.7%
International Conference on Infrastructure 
Development and Investment Strategies for 
Africa
4 26 30 86.7%
Quantity Surveying Research Conference 5 63 73 86.3%
World Congress of Architecture 4 24 28 85.7%
International Conference on e-Infrastructure 
and e-Services for Developing Countries 5 28 33 84.8%
South African Education Research Association 5 30 36 83.3%
NMMU Construction Management Conference 14 74 91 81.3%
Annual National Congress of the Association 
for Mathematics Education of South Africa 4 48 60 80.0%
International Conference on Industrial 
Engineering and Operations Management 32 40 80.0%
IEEE AFRICON 186 236 78.8%
AMI Light Metals Conference 13 47 60 78.3%
West Africa Built Environment Research 
Conference 21 27 77.8%
International Conference on Business and 
Economics 11 36 47 76.6%
International Conference on Information 
and Communications Technologies and 
Development
6 19 25 76.0%
Postgraduate conference on Construction 
Industry Development 15 43 58 74.1%
Conference of the Operations Research 
Society of South Africa 21 70 95 73.7%
World Congress - Re-Engineering Total Cost 
Management 6 16 22 72.7%
International Conference on Rapid Product 
Development Association in South Africa 8 21 29 72.4%
International Conference on Competitive 
Manufacturing 52 72 72.2%
AfricaGEO Conference 9 23 32 71.9%
WasteCon Conference 6 15 21 71.4%
International Business Conference 120 304 427 71.2%
International Conference for the International 
Association of Management of Technology 11 29 41 70.7%
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Conference name No Yes Grand Total % YES
Conference of Botswana Institution of 
Engineers 19 27 70.4%
Conference of South African Society for 
Atmospheric Sciences 25 58 83 69.9%
IEEE Energy Conversion Congress & Exposition 14 32 46 69.6%
International Mine Water Association 16 38 55 69.1%
International Multi-Conference of Engineers 
and Computer Scientists 25 38 65.8%
Global Business and Technology Association 
International Conference 54 105 160 65.6%
Robotics and Mechatronics Conference 5 22 34 64.7%
South Africa Planning Institute Conference 12 20 32 62.5%
Conference of EASA - Education Association of 
South Africa 3 28 45 62.2%
International Scientific Index Conference 8 13 21 61.9%
Southern Africa Conference 2 19 32 59.4%
International Conference on Advances in 
Cement and Concrete Technology in Africa 10 14 24 58.3%
ASME Turbo Expo 12 14 26 53.8%
International Conference on M4D Mobile 
Communication for Development 11 10 21 47.6%
National Association for Clean Air 34 29 63 46.0%
International Council on Systems Engineering 
Conference 37 31 68 45.6%
International Conference of Education 
Research and Innovation
24 20 44 45.5%
Annual Symposium on Computing for 
Development
11 11 25 44.0%
International Universities’ Power Engineering 
Conference
43 33 76 43.4%
IEEE International Conference on Industrial 
Engineering and Engineering Management
33 26 66 39.4%
European Conference on Research 
Methodology for Business and Management 
Studies
17 11 28 39.3%
Applied Research Conference in Africa 43 23 66 34.8%
Precious Metals Conference 9 39 23.1%
South African Sugar Technologists’ Association 
Conference
20 5 25 20.0%
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Conference name No Yes Grand Total % YES
Progress In Electromagnetic Research 
Symposium
11 5 31 16.1%
Microscopy Society of Southern Africa 46 8 54 14.8%
International Conference on Structural 
Engineering, Mechanics and Computation
2 8 56 14.3%
International Conference on the Use of Mobile 
ICT in Africa
23 2 25 8.0%
International Symposium on High Voltage 
Engineering
25 2 27 7.4%
Advanced Research in Scientific Areas 3 1 24 4.2%
International Society for Magnetic Resonance 
in Medicine
30 30 0.0%
Global Telemedicine and e-Health Updates 28 28 0.0%
The results are interesting. Of the 156 titles conference names in this table, ASSAf 
indicated that the submissions for 53 (or one-third) should receive subsidy. Since no 
knowledge is available of any ranking of conference names, these results could 
be regarded as a first step in developing such a ranking system for the DHET. Other 
measures, including a comparison with data from the WoS and Scopus databases 
could in due course be compared with such a ranking.
Conclusion
The number of submissions from published conference proceedings continued 
to increase over the study period of this report. The gap between submissions 
and subsidies awarded also increased. The sheer volume of submissions in itself 
will place increasing stress on the review process within DHET. The domain of 
conference proceedings has its own challenges. Names of conferences and 
names of conference contributions are not standard. CREST invested a huge effort 
in cleaning both the names of the conferences, as well as the linked contribution 
tiles.
We believe it is possible to develop a more rigorous and transparent process of 
reviewing conference submissions. CREST will continue to investigate alternative 
methods to achieve this goal but it is also believed that it is essential that the 
reviews and subsequent recommendations made by ASSAf panels should remain 
part of the quality assurance process. A similar point with regard to book and book 
chapter submissions was raised. Although the smallest components of the subsidy 
system, these two components together account for 11% of all subsidies paid to 
the universities. This translates into significant Rand value and hence should not be 
neglected in any future effort to strengthen the quality of the system.
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CHAPTER 6: 
SCHOLARLY PUBLiSHiNG 
PiTFALLS: NAviGATiNG THE 
COMPLEx ENviRONMENT OF 
AUTHORiNG AND PUBLiSHiNG 
SCHOLARLY SCiENTiFiC 
MATERiAL iN ORDER TO 
MAiNTAiN RESEARCH iNTEGRiTY
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Background
The preceding chapters outline in detail the efforts that ASSAf has made to 
ensure that scholarly publishing in SA is conducted ethically, is not characterised 
by questionable behaviour and is made visible to a global audience of peers. 
Unfortunately, the environment in which scholarly publishing has developed 
over the last decade has made the attainment of these ideals more difficult as 
publishing practices change radically through the use of new technologies and 
the incentives for publishing grow more intense both financially and personally.  
This chapter will probe the links between the rising occurrence of abuse and 
problematic features of the global system of science and knowledge production.
The review undertaken by CREST (See summary in Chapter 5) has highlighted 
some of the emerging issues in scholarly publishing that are particular to the South 
African environment, but that are not radically different from what has been 
experienced internationally. However, we believe that within the South African 
context addressing the deficiencies identified in our system of scholarly publishing 
may ensure the integrity of our scholarly publishing enterprise.  In order to achieve 
this aim, we highlight some of emerging sources of misconduct and questionable 
behaviour. 
Predatory Publishing 
The definition and general phenomenology of what has come to be called 
‘predatory publishing’ has been discussed in Chapter 5, which also contains 
an investigation of its likely prevalence in SA, mostly as local authorships, and 
suggestions for urgent action. 
The South African system of scholarly publication is driven to a large extent by 
the subsidy provided by the DHET for scholarly outputs from the universities. The 
introduction of this system of subsidies, not only provided an incentive for both 
institutions and scholars to publish, but it also provided a degree of regulation in that 
for a publication to be eligible for subsidy it had to be published in a journal that was 
on one of the DHET-recognised lists. The analysis of the South African publications 
in Chapter 5 indicates that these lists constrained South African authors who might 
otherwise have been tempted to publish material in a variety of predatory journals. 
However, the analysis has also revealed deficiencies in the lists on which the DHET 
relied. The data suggest that the IBSS list in particular was not rigorous enough in 
identifying and excluding predatory journals from its list of journals to the detriment 
of scholars who published in some journals (e.g. Mediterranean Journal of Social 
Sciences). In addition, ASSAf has found that the DHET list of journals is not being 
managed in a manner that ensures appropriate quality assurance. 
The identification of predatory publishers and journals was facilitated by the work 
of Jeffery Beall who established ‘Beall’s list of predatory journals and publishers’. 
This list operated from 2011 to January 2017 when its author decided to close it 
down (Beall, 2017).  This list is still available at a new website https://beallslist.weeby.
com and it has been updated to include additional journals and publishers as they 
emerge. In addition, Cabell’s Scholarly Analytics offers institutions access to both 
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a white list of journals and a blacklist of journals (https://www2.cabells.com/). For 
authors wishing to verify the nature of journals and publishers, consulting these lists 
can be helpful with all of the caveats raised in Chapter 5 when discussing the 
identification of predatory journals and publishers. 
CREST‘s findings on predatory publishing can be briefly summarised as follows: 
3.4% of the total production of papers over the ten-year period of the study 
were in questionable journals (See Table 5.10). Of these papers, 85% were from 
the disciplines of the social sciences and humanities (53%) and economic and 
management sciences (32%). In addition, 48 of the journals that were included in 
the category of questionable journals appeared on one of the three lists approved 
by DHET, demonstrating a need to revisit the rigour with which the lists are compiled. 
However, local South African authors appear not to have interrogated the quality 
of these journals, but simply to have used them based on the fact that they 
were included in one of the lists. This suggests a failure of judgement, but not a 
questionable practice per se. 
What is particularly alarming are the data presented in Figure 5.13 which show a 
strong growth in the use of questionable journals from 2011 – 2014; there is a five-fold 
increase in the number of these papers. The identification of the extent of publishing 
in predatory journals by South African authors has raised the question of the extent 
to which the funding provided for these publications to various institutions can be 
regarded as wasted expenditure. Since the funding was provided to the institutions 
to encourage research activities, it could be regarded as not entirely wasted 
if it was used to enhance research activities. However, since the funding arose 
from publications of questionably quality, the question remains as to whether the 
purpose was achieved for which the funding was made available. In this respect, 
it will be necessary to draw the attention of these institutions to the questionable 
publication practices of their staff and students in order to ensure that the integrity 
of the research system is not eroded. 
The publication of questionable material as documented in Chapter 5 raises two 
further questions: the first is that the performance of the research component of 
the HEIs has been overstated with potential impacts on policy decisions and on the 
funding of research. The second relates to the fact that the publication subsidy is 
a zero-sum game with the consequence that institutions that gained subsidy from 
these outputs did so at the expense of all the other institutions (and individuals) in the 
system. This highlights the need for the behaviour of the players (both institutional 
and individual) in this system to be held to the highest ethical and quality standards 
in order to ensure its integrity. 
Questionable publication practices 
Introduction
The abuse of the ‘tacitly regulated’ global system for dissemination of scholarly 
material, one of the greatest and most productive cooperative achievements of 
humankind, can take many forms. It is in fact a pity that the particular form of abuse 
in which individual scholars are robbed of precious funds through the payment of 
TWELVE YEARS LATER
119
APCs levied for the publication of papers in shadowy ‘virtual’ journals, without peer 
review or any other form of quality assurance, which is nothing other than theft, 
has come to dominate the discourse. As the previous analysis in Chapter 5 shows, 
‘predation’ can also take more subtle forms, more like collusive fraud, in which a 
purportedly sound journal is used to seek financial and reputational advantage by 
preferential publication of (probably) poor-quality papers by a predominance of 
authors from a particular institution. An even more insidious form of abuse is one 
where profit-seeking publishers establish a profusion of attractive-sounding, new 
specialist titles involving more and ‘silo-ised’ material in a progressive fragmentation 
of knowledge and the loss of the basic conciliant intention of the scholarly literature. 
The basic quality assurance of the twentieth century scholarly journal literature, like 
democracy, was a ‘least-bad’ compromise between efficiency and caution. The 
involvement in publication decisions of experienced editors/associate editors, who 
exercised judgment and discretion from a position of broad scholarly authority, 
and a small number (typically three) of independently consulted topic-focused 
expert referees without a known or acknowledged conflict of interest, permitted 
the reasonably quick assessment of each submitted article in terms of standardised 
and special criteria, almost always led to the inclusion of useful revisions, and 
culminated in its print publication in copyrighted, optimally laid-out and copy-
edited form.  
The present (young) century has seen many technological changes to this model, 
some simply greatly accelerating slow traditional processes by the use of email or 
online submissions and reviews, others involving user access online rather than the 
reading (or photocopying) of printed materials. As research activity has unevenly 
but massively grown across the globe, the number of practising scientists and 
scholars has greatly increased and the total production of research articles likewise. 
In these circumstances the culture of ‘publish or perish’, on the one hand, and 
the dominant paradigm of the Bradford principle where a fraction of the journal 
titles (identified most commonly by citation impact analysis) contains most of its 
valuable articles, has forced authors to aim for publication in so-called ‘high-
impact’ journals and, if unsuccessful, to choose the fall-back options of lower-
impact, high-specialisation or high-acceptance titles. When this does not work, 
the literal purchase of guaranteed space in a predatory journal without any peer 
or other review becomes tempting. This cascade would be understandable and 
possibly even acceptable if it were not for forms of bias which make it less likely 
for authors of certain kinds, or authors from certain regions or countries, to be 
successful at any stage of the cascade. Bias comes from reviewer prejudice, or 
lack of open-mindedness, language and translation problems, but most generally 
from ‘peripherality’, not being in a close-knit research community where informal 
information flows abound. It is not only ‘North-South’, but also ‘East-West’ and 
‘English-the Rest’.  
The ‘Bradford principle’ may have been the principle reason for the twentieth-
century faith in editorial discretion and peer review – articles needed not only to be 
methodologically sound but also novel and notable to be in ‘first league’ of indexed 
journals, naturally drawing citations by a kind of unwritten rule of preference and 
therefore apparently validating the impact factor criterion. Recently, the mega 
online journal, PLOS One, has dispensed with the requirements for novelty and 
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notability, and retained only that of methodological soundness as judged by 
peers. This journal has grown massively and is in good standing with the research 
community, suggesting that some of the gate-keeping imposed by strict ‘novel 
plus notable’ peer review may not be necessary for articles to get to the first base 
of actually being published at a reasonably high stage of the cascade described 
above.         
A number of physics and related disciplines (mathematics, computer science, 
quantitative biology, quantitative finance, statistics, electrical engineering and 
systems science, and economics) have operated for years with a very popular 
practice of posting un-reviewed pre-prints (called e-prints) of new articles on a 
free-to-view website, arXiv.org; subsequent peer review by journals, revision, and 
proper copy-editing and formatting and ‘final’ publication may follow (and usually 
does), but this does not have to happen and placement on the arXiv.org site is thus 
regulated only by a form of moderation that is really categorisation monitoring. 
About a hundred institutions each pay a fee for membership of arXiv.org. In terms 
of providing visibility and open access without peer review or methodological 
checking, the by now massively expanded site has some similarities to so-called 
‘predatory’ journals although its purpose is quite different in that it offers the 
opportunity for open-ended peer review. Similar sites have since been set up in 
the broad fields of chemistry and biology, supported by important funders who 
see them as a means of expanding open access. The status of these preprints 
is regarded as work-in-progress and the main problem going forward will be to 
connect them operationally to the peer-reviewed journal literature.
Editorial misconduct
As has been mentioned above, the study by CREST (Chapter 5), has found some 
disturbing evidence of editorial misconduct. The three key findings were that: 
1) Editors or members of the editorial board were publishing a large number of 
papers in the journals that they were responsible for managing. Despite the 
defence that these submissions were subject to the normal processes of peer 
review, there is a clear conflict of interest in cases like this that can only be 
removed by the editor ceasing to submit papers to or publishing in the journal 
that she/he is responsible for. 
2) Individuals were identified who were publishing a large number of papers in 
a single journal and in some cases having more than two papers in the same 
issue of the journal. This is a questionable practice that needs to be carefully 
monitored to ensure that it does not amount to an abuse of the subsidy system. 
3) The existence of ‘publishing cartels’ where two or more individuals co-author 
papers repeatedly in the same journal. This questionable practice points to 
the need for publication patterns in South African journals to be monitored at 
regular intervals in order to detect the emergence of these patterns. 
The NSEF set up by ASSAf has published the Code of Best Practice in Scholarly 
Journal Publishing, Editing and Peer Review (https://www.assaf.org.za/index.php/
programmes/scholarly-publishing-programme/national-scholarly-book-publishers-
forum-nsbpf) that if followed would to a large extent eliminate the apparent 
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instances of editorial misconduct that have been identified. It will also lead to a 
situation in which the editors and editorial boards of South African journals would 
be aware that their practices are being monitored and that anomalies that 
emerge would require an explanation and could potentially have more drastic 
consequences. The initiation by ASSAf of a regular cycle of peer review of journals 
(a novel initiative that arose from the first ASSAf Report on scholarly publishing in 
2006) includes an analysis of the publication patterns of the journals under review, 
which also helps to address these issues. 
Misconduct by authors
The conduct of authors should be governed by a clear understanding of the integrity 
of the process by which scholarly work is undertaken and then made known to a 
wider audience through scholarly publication. The pressure on authors referred to 
earlier in this chapter has resulted in instances of plagiarism and the falsification 
of data. These forms of misconduct have been universally deprecated and lead 
to a significant number of papers being withdrawn from the mainstream literature 
annually. However, apart from these well-known forms of misconduct, novel forms 
of author misconduct that do not involve the collusion of editors/editorial boards 
are listed below: 
Guest or gift authorship – The inclusion of an author on a publication where s/he 
has made no contribution to the work that is reported. In the case of some guest 
authors, they may be included in the list of authors because their eminence in the 
field may enhance the likelihood of acceptance. This form of misconduct may be 
associated with the formation of ‘author pools or cartels’ where the members of the 
pool include each other as authors in order to boost their output of papers although 
they have had nothing to do with the work reported. This form of misconduct has 
been discussed by Murray et al. (2010) with a view to eliminating it. 
Ghost authorship – This is the case where an individual who has in fact been an 
‘author’ of a paper is not listed as an author; this is generally the case in which 
an individual with skills in writing is contracted to write the paper on behalf of the 
individuals who undertook the research. This is an example of a ‘ghost writer’ who is 
often not acknowledged or documented (https://www.springer.com/gp/authors-
editors/authorandreviewertutorials/biomed-central-editor-tutorials/publication-
and-research-ethics-and-misconduct/ authorship-issues-other-problems). 
Sale of authorships – This is a more insidious form of gift authorship, where the senior 
author on the paper submits the paper to a reputable journal and gets it accepted 
– the author then offers a gift authorship to colleagues for a fee. Once the fee has 
been paid, the senior author then informs the editor of the journal that an error 
was made in the list of authors and that an additional author needs to be added 
(Hvistendahl, 2013). 
The above brief list points to a variety of ways in which individuals attempt to subvert 
the quality assurance mechanism developed for the scholarly publishing enterprise. 
The rewards for authors, editors and publishers have driven the system in a direction 
in which the incentives to game the system have become endemic. The solution to 
this dilemma lies in putting mechanisms in place that can be used to set up quality 
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assurance and monitoring systems that will identify acts of misconduct and ensure 
that their effects can be minimised in the future. 
Misconduct by journals
The extensive analysis of predatory publishing practices that has been discussed 
earlier in this chapter and in Chapter 5 provides the context for this discussion of 
the steps that can be taken to halt or expose these activities related to journal 
publishing. This is necessary since there is a covert perception that these predatory 
activities are attributable to the development of open access journals (Bohannan, 
2013). However, the establishment of the DOAJ (https://doaj.org/) was an attempt 
to develop a “community-curated online directory that indexes and provides 
access to high quality, open access, peer-reviewed journals”. The key aspects of 
this directory are that journals that are included in its database have to adhere 
to a set of criteria for inclusion that were revised and made stricter in March 2014. 
In addition, DOAJ developed a set of criteria that journals on its database had to 
adhere to in order to remain listed. The result of these requirements is that the list is 
dynamic, with additions as more journals apply for a listing and deletions as some 
journals not adhering to the criteria for retention are removed from the list. 
The interrogation of the DOAJ criteria for inclusion and retention on their database, 
could serve as a model for the management of the DHET list of journals. The DHET 
list has weak criteria for inclusion and no mechanism for removal from the list other 
than the long cycle or ad hoc journal peer-review processes that have been 
undertaken by ASSAf (See discipline-grouped peer review reports of South African 
journals on the ASSAf website:  https://www.assaf.org.za/) and in 2018 the removal 
of certain journals that had been identified as predatory. In addition, staff of the 
SPP of ASSAf have recently identified a set of 14 journals on this list that appear to 
have ceased operating, underscoring the need for a process to remove journals 
from the list if they no longer meet a set of criteria that have been formulated in 
order to do this. 
In the case of the DOAJ, retention of a journal on their list is dependent on it 
meeting the following requirements as listed on their website (with some editorial 
modifications):
• the journal is no longer open access;
• the journal is inactive (has not published in the last calendar year);
• the journal has not published enough articles in a particular calendar year;
• the journal has ceased publishing;
• the journal’s website URL no longer works;
• there is evidence of editorial misconduct;
• the publisher failed to submit a new application within the given time period 
for reapplications;
• the journal does not adhere to best practice. (From https://doaj.org/faq 
“Why do journals get removed from DOAJ”.)
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With some minor modifications these requirements could be used to review the 
DHET list of journals on an annual basis in order to determine whether they adhere 
to these generic requirements for a functioning journal that provides a credible 
record of completed research. Those that are found to be delinquent, should be 
given one year to rectify the deficiencies or face being removed from the list until 
such time as they can demonstrate a return to fulfilling the requirements for listing. 
The NRF of SA’s peer review and adjudication system has identified a number 
of instances where applications for research grants, scholarships and NRF-rating 
include publications in predatory journals or cite invitations by deceptive publishers 
to serve on editorial boards of journals.  
This practice is neither supported nor encouraged by the NRF as it challenges the 
integrity of the NRF’s scientific peer-review process. The use of predatory journals 
and deceptive publishers compromises the creation and dissemination of rigorous 
scientific and scholarly work within the digital and open access movement. 
In order to protect the integrity of the NRF’s processes and reputation from these 
unethical and unscholarly practices, the NRF reserves the right to not consider 
applications where this practice is evident.  
The NRF encourages its stakeholder community, including the NRF’s Business Units 
and its National Research Facilities, to:
• Ensure that its researchers and students adhere to the principles of research 
integrity and are aware of predatory journals and deceptive publishers.
• Avoid publishing in journals that do not have a rigorous peer-review system or 
scholarly publishing practices.
Other stakeholders in the quality ensuring system, i.e. the CHE, ASSAf, and the DHET, 
should issue a declaration whereby such activities are NOT condoned, and joint 
steps and information regarding such activities should be shared amongst these 
institutions.
CHAPTER 7: 
THE PROBLEMS STiLL FACiNG 
SCHOLARLY PUBLiSHiNG iN SA
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Introduction
Over ten years have elapsed since the release of the first 2006 ASSAf Report on 
research publishing in and from SA. We have reviewed progress in the system in 
Chapter 3 of the present report, both arising from changes in national and institutional 
policies and practices, and related changes accompanying the implementation 
by ASSAf, through the SPP, of recommendations made in that report. 
Tomaselli (personal communication) has usefully summarised what he calls the 
present “geography of scholarly journal publishing”:
● journals published by international companies and/or disciplinary 
associations and indexed on WoS (now owned by Clarivate Analytics) and 
Scopus, amongst others. Such journals may be owned by these publishers, 
but many are published in collaborative arrangements with independently 
owned journals;
● regional journals published by disciplinary associations or other entities, often 
in partnership with local and/or international publishers;
● national journals published by associations, university presses, university 
departments and individual collectives;
● house journals where the majority of papers (and perhaps editorial boards) 
emanate from a single institution. ASSAf adds the qualifier category of ‘small 
(South African) journals’, and asks whether they possess sustainable resources 
and whether they should be sponsored from public funding;
● all of the above now can be open or closed access, electronic and/or 
published in hard copy, and be available on a variety of platforms, including 
SciELO SA;
● the business models may vary (page charges, APCs, submission fees self-
supporting, subvented, subscription, advertising, volunteer labour, hard copy 
sales, etc.);  
● the owners similarly may vary between informal or constituted consortia 
of individual academics, disciplinary associations, university departments, 
universities, businesses, and multinational companies. Various kinds of 
business partnerships might cross these ownership patterns.  
The questions that need to be asked are: what models work, what models do not 
work, how do they work, what are the benefits of different kinds of publishing and 
distribution models? And, how can they best serve their respective readerships? A 
one-size-fits all model is not necessarily the best one.  
Chapter 5 in this report is the outcome of a cross-sectional, mostly bibliometric 
analysis which documents the changes in the local scholarly publishing system 
over a ten-year period roughly corresponding to the same updating of the SPP’s 
system-guiding activities reviewed in Chapter 3. Unlike the first 2006 ASSAf Report on 
journal-based publishing (See Chapter 1), the analysis extends to scholarly books 
(reviewed in the ASSAf report on scholarly books released in 2009 – See Chapter 
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2) and published conference proceedings (not reviewed by ASSAf before). In 
summary, the publishing system has flourished in comparative world terms during 
this time, and there are grounds for satisfaction on the part of policymakers and 
research-active institutions, as well on that of ASSAf itself – the credit may be 
said to be shared between these partners. One danger signals that of increasing 
involvement of South African authors and perhaps journals in predatory publishing 
and other forms of scholarly misconduct, were considered for special treatment in 
Chapter 6. 
It is somewhat surprising that the research publishing system in SA has performed 
so well despite the absence or incompleteness of the reforms mooted in the first 
ASSAf scholarly journals report of 2006 and the scholarly book report of 2009. This 
could mean that the proposed reforms were ill-conceived or unnecessary, or that 
they have been overtaken by events, or it could mean that much more progress 
could still be made if the suggested reforms were to be fully implemented in the 
next ten-year period. We will return to these issues at the end of this chapter and in 
the concluding Chapter 8.  
Some of the above-mentioned residual systemic shortcomings will be identified in 
this chapter and some reasons for their problematic status discussed.
The Green Route to open access
The growth of institutional repositories at South African institutions has been slow 
and somewhat haphazard, despite a few determined attempts to establish 
them as multi-functional resources, including that of providing free online access 
to scholarly papers written by institutional staff. A major problem has been the 
granting of permissions for this purpose by commercial publishers, and another the 
matter of the versions that are provided in this way, which are usually not the final 
copy-edited, properly laid-out, high-quality versions behind the paywalls of the 
publishers concerned. Understandably, institutional repositories have sought to ‘kill 
many birds with one stone’, as it were, also presenting much ‘informal’ material 
internal to institutional life or designed to market its people and achievements. 
While this is undoubtedly a good thing, it can dilute the primary intention of building 
a pervasively effective Green Route of open access to the scholarly literature.  
This key objective of the Green Route of providing open access to vast tracts of the 
global scholarly literature in a systematic way has not been achieved, and may 
never be achieved.  Readers of the deliberately limited free-to-view commercial 
content available on the Internet are frequently not able to view the institutional 
addresses of authors, knowledge of which should enable them to proceed to a 
quick free search of the repository concerned, if it exists and is accessible (it is 
of course sometimes possible to use authors’ names in searches to identify their 
institutions, but this becomes a tedious process.) The global repository system is in 
any case much too incomplete to make this a generally effective form of open 
access.  The recent spread of Gold Route access to commercial journals based on 
APCs has also removed some of the momentum behind the repository movement, 
so that the likelihood of a concerted project making the Green Route effective, 
user-friendly and high-volume is receding. Another serious drawback is the difficulty 
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and high cost of digitising back content in repository mode. Perhaps the key 
problem in limiting the scope of the Green Route is the absence of any revenue 
flow to help pay for the journals system (See below). 
Gold Route to open access
The term Gold Route originally referred to the utopian notion of free, global online 
access to the full content of the entire journals-based scholarly literature. As this 
model provided no revenue to pay for journal production other than donor or state 
funding, its fatal weakness was its lack of sustainability. The concept accordingly 
morphed under the same name into a form that did have a potentially adequate 
revenue stream for journal production, namely the imposition on authors of a once-
off APC for each published article, then making the content freely available on a 
global scale. 
We are now in the middle of an uncomfortable transition to this kind of Gold Route 
from the previous commercial journal subscription system, in which a small number 
of monopolistic commercial publishers gained huge profits from aggregating many 
titles into ‘bundles’ and then forcing institutions (in some cases whole countries) 
to pay ‘bundled’ fees for whatever was demanded for licence-controlled online 
open access within defined user populations. Under pressure, most publishers have 
agreed to ‘delayed open access’ in which the licence paywall is supposedly 
removed after a “decent interval to make adequate profits”, but in the absence 
of any policing the general experience is that the delayed open access rarely 
happens. The water has in any case been muddied by the back-digitisation of 
many journal titles by their publishers, with user access included in licences rather 
than being free-to-view online as was envisaged in the ‘delayed open access’ 
model. 
It should be evident that the pricing of APCs in a newly evolving Gold Route system 
will be as fraught as is/was the pricing of journal subscriptions within or outside the 
‘bundles’ offered to hard-pressed users. Each title is a monopoly of sorts, and the 
mark-up over the true costs of production is arbitrary and profit-driven. There is no 
legitimate reason why the business model of scholarly journals should generate 
larger profits, say, than that of air travel or handbag manufacture – the difference 
is the quasi-monopoly situation of a group of journals bundled together, which are 
actually the products of the labour of unpaid (for these tasks) highly skilled labourers 
(scholars who are authors and peer reviewers) who are then expected also to pay 
for the costs (and large profits) of the Gold Route publication system. (See Chapter 
4 for a discussion of a proposed national South African response to this situation.) 
Provided that a solution is found to the still-vexed issue of the ‘market regulation’ 
of APC pricing, the Gold Route has in its favour the ability to provide a truly global 
open access system for contemporary scholarly journals, limited in its reach only 
by the presence of user internet access. In principle, it can also deal with the 
need for access to digitised back issues. It deals with the unacceptable practice 
of bundling multiple journal titles, and forces true market conditions on the lower 
echelons of titles in such bundles. At present, the only feasible ‘regulation’ appears 
to be moving the negotiation with the publishers up to the whole-country or even 
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higher level and calling their bluff by cancelling contracts when negotiation fails 
to yield results. It is unlikely that some kind of ‘profit ceiling’ will be agreed to by 
commercial publishers accustomed to a rather direct way to riches derived from 
the hard work of others.  
The functionality of the local journal publishing system     
      
Seen against the background of the smaller local journal publishing system (See 
Chapter 1), a Gold Route approach has the potential to provide income streams 
for commercial (not-for-private-profit) and non-commercial titles, some of them 
already present where the older ‘page charges’ model has been and is still being 
followed. It is obvious that open access is incompatible with print-only publishing, 
and it is gratifying that a large majority of local journals are now available 
online, many in the bundled commercial licensing system operated by Sabinet’s 
e-publications service, or in the free-to-view, fully indexed SciELO SA platform 
operated by ASSAf (See Chapter 3). Individual journals survive by a mix of income 
sources – subscriptions, licencing ‘royalties’ (Sabinet), page charges, and subsidies 
and subventions of various kinds. 
The first 2006 ASSAf Report proposed a diversion of part of the research outputs 
subsidy paid to HEIs by the DHET in order to fashion a limited but potentially 
significant stream of revenue to the locally published journals in which the outputs 
had appeared. This idea was strongly resisted by institutional leaders and regarded 
as ‘too hot a potato’ by the department itself. As the design of the subsidy system 
recognises the place of local journals in its pursuit of excellence in the system, and 
many of the titles are indexed in one or the other selective international indexing 
platform, it remains puzzling why the idea has not been regarded more favourably. 
A levy of 2% would yield a subsidy to a non-commercial journal of over R2 000 
per article, and a total stream of in the region of R50 000 – R100 000 per annum. 
Together with a regulated APC, most such journals would be able to move to 
online-only and cover the costs of production quite adequately.  
All this assumes that the local journal publishing system is in an optimal state of 
organisation. The journal peer-review model set up by ASSAf in cooperation with 
the NSEF was partly designed to look at organisational issues in being conducted 
in a discipline-grouped manner, whilst also examining matters of sustainability 
and efficiency. The country clearly has too many journal titles relative to the size 
of its scholarly base (at about 300 titles, each with between five and 100 articles 
per annum), the ratio of active researchers (about 24 000) to journal titles is in the 
region of 1:80. Many of the review panels have recommended mergers between 
journals covering the same ground – none has occurred. It is not clear why this 
should be, as mergers can be rejuvenating and intellectually exciting, and can 
establish a basis for a new conception of what can be achieved in the local 
arena, including indexing in prominent databases and internationalisation as 
‘the’ journal for the country and region in a particular field. The resistance may be 
symptomatic of ‘policy exhaustion’ as experienced in the HE system, or it may arise 
from incompatible intellectual schisms in certain fields, or it may simply reflect the 
general and traditional inclination to take paths of least resistance.  
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As an example of rejuvenation, it should be noted that during the last ten years 
several multi-national publishers have ‘bought’ local journals and incorporated 
them into their stables (more correctly, ‘bundles’); the effects have generally been 
perceived as beneficial because of the corporate and process support for editors 
and the increased exposure in the global system – open access considerations 
have unfortunately been secondary or absent, excepting in the context of the 
problematic ‘bundled licensing’ model (See Chapter 4). 
An example of a particular model for the ‘internationalisation’ of local journals 
is afforded by the partnership between the multinational publishing company 
Routledge/Taylor and Francis with Unisa Press. On the website of the latter this 
is described as follows: “Unisa Press also has a co-publishing agreement with 
Routledge/Taylor & Francis. This innovative partnership is devoted to showcasing 
scholarship from Africa in the global arena. All journals within the agreement, many 
published in collaboration with learned societies and professional associations, 
are provided with state-of-the-art publishing services for both print and electronic 
editions and international distribution and marketing.
The journals’ portfolio covers a wide range of subjects in the social sciences and 
humanities, and also in the natural and physical sciences. Quality, standing, and 
far-reaching interest are the hallmarks of journals in the co-publishing programme 
and additional titles are considered on a selective basis. A differential regional 
rate is available for each of the journals through Unisa Press.” The stable by now 
includes 50 journals, each of which can be subscribed to separately, as either 
online or print editions, by individuals and libraries/institutions, or (presumably) as 
a ‘bundled licence’.  The typical differential between a local subscription and 
one for a subscriber abroad is in the order of more than 3:1. The joint publishers 
offer   support and training for editors and journal staff, metrics are available and 
international marketing is done. It is not clear whether the partnership exercises any 
academic or financial-management control over the titles, but there is no record 
of cancellations or amalgamations forced from the top, so to speak. 
There are certainly cost-saving measures that are feasible and available. First 
of all, moving completely away from print publication creates significant cost 
savings; using online publishing platforms is efficient and establishes communities 
of practice; joining publishing houses that have in-house expertise in relevant 
information technology, design and layout, copy-editing and related logistics 
produces economies of scale; and merging closely related titles rationalises and 
reduces the overall editorial effort. Editors and ‘working’ associate editors need 
to be remunerated, and the previously mentioned measures will free up funding 
for this purpose – the tasks are arduous and need incentives, not only to induce 
outstanding people to volunteer/apply for service but also to improve performance 
management in terms of meeting the goals of the journal concerned.  
It is apparent that economies-of-scale publishing houses are potentially major 
players in the rejuvenation of an over-large and somewhat static local journal-
publishing system. University or science council presses are perfectly well-suited to 
expand their book publishing activities into this domain, providing an appropriate, 
academically informed business logic and ‘curing’ many of its perceived ills as 
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described in the first ASSAf Report. The example of the Health and Medical Publishing 
Group shows that private sector initiatives can also be very successful in this way.
The annual meetings of the ASSAf-led NSEF have allowed editors from a wide 
range of disciplines to meet and discuss policies and trends affecting them in a 
constructive manner. It remains to be seen to what extent actual reform of the 
journal system can be catalysed by this body. Another influential organisation is 
USAf, which to date has not been much seized with this topic.  
Enhancing the local publication, quality and relevance of scholarly 
books and conference proceedings
The data on scholarly book publishing in and from SA presented in Chapter 5 show 
books and book chapters to be a small but growing portion of the total research 
outputs of HE institutions – and this even before the increased DHET subsidy for 
books came into effect. They also show that local publishers play a significant role 
in the publication of accredited scholarly books and book chapters:
• 50% of the top 20 book publishers were local (university presses and others),   
accounting for 48% of accredited book outputs; and  
• 45% of the top 20 book chapter publishers were local (university presses and   
others), accounting for 44% of accredited chapter outputs.
The data relating to rankings highlight how local publishers are disadvantaged in 
a system that relies on international rankings. Of the five publishers who achieved 
100% ‘yes’ in submissions, three were South African, yet only one had an NSD ranking 
(of 1) and none had a SENSE ranking, while the two international publishers both 
had NSD (2) and SENSE rankings. One of SA’s leading university presses – UKZN Press 
– was not listed on the NSD ranking; this needs an explanation. Thus the conclusion 
that there was a “reasonable convergence between the ASSAf recommendations 
and the international ranking of publishers” holds true only for international 
publishers, but it does not hold for local publishers. There is a danger that local 
publications will not be accredited if the onerous process of submitting motivations 
and confirmation of peer reviews (as in the ASSAf-managed system) is done away 
with. It is essential that the disadvantage suffered by local scholarly book publishers 
in international ranking systems be recognised by the DHET, and that the service 
rendered to the department by both ASSAf and CREST  be involved in any future 
changes in the accreditation system. Representatives of scholarly publishers should 
also be involved in the planning of future accreditation criteria, best done through 
ASSAf’s NSBPF. The motivation for a National Scholarly Books Fund needs again 
to be taken up with the DHET, whether this is created with ‘new money’ or with 
‘top-sliced’ funds from the research outputs stimulation stream going to the local 
publishers of accredited books or book chapters. 
Conference proceedings constituted 7% of all approved publication outputs over 
the past ten years. The results show that there has been a significant increase in 
the number of submissions made (from around 500 in 2005 to over 3 100 in 2014 – a 
six-fold increase). However, the number of approved proceedings titles has not 
TWELVE YEARS LATER
131
increased at the same rate. Of the 156 titles of conference names in this table, 
ASSAf indicated that the submissions for 53 (or one-third) should receive subsidy. 
We believe it is possible to develop a more rigorous and transparent process of 
reviewing conference submissions and that it is essential that the reviews and 
subsequent recommendations made by ASSAf panels should remain part of the 
quality assurance process.
Residual deficiencies in the DHET research outputs subsidy policy 
Much attention has been paid in Chapters 3 and 5 to the successful policy of 
research stimulation represented by the DHET’s relatively generous annual funding 
stream to HE institutions, generated by a complex formula based on ‘research 
outputs’ such as scholarly journal articles, books and conference proceedings. The 
most recent update to the policy was made in 2015 (See Chapter 3). 
One of the most contentious issues concerning the DHET subsidisation policy is that 
of the uneven quality of recognised outputs arising from the policy’s threshold 
assumption that “all accredited outputs are regarded as equal in quality”. The 
DHET has opted for this approach because it has no acceptable mechanism for 
grading publications of different kinds, in different fields, of different scope and 
involving different methodologies; it is also understandably unwilling to regard 
all local publications as naturally constituting a second tier of quality. The DHET 
is accordingly heavily dependent on the integrity of the selection mechanisms 
of the recognised (automatically accredited) international indexing platforms 
(international and some local journals), the efforts of ASSAf (qualitative peer review 
of local journals – Chapter 3) and CREST/(bibliometric and other quantitative 
data on local journals – Chapter 5), as well as other scholars studying research 
publications from SA. This dependence is acknowledged by the department, 
but could be consolidated further by formally arranging closer cooperation 
between the partners, and especially by the department formally accepting 
the complementary quality assuring systems of ASSAf/SPP and CREST in respect 
of all three major modes of research publication (See Chapter 6 for additional 
recommendations). Mass accreditation exercises at sittings of ad hoc committees 
have proved to be wholly unsatisfactory for both scholarly books and conference 
proceedings; the combined expertise and proven methodology of the two outside 
partners (which represent the attainment of Recommendation 7 in the 2006 ASSAf 
Report of a ‘virtual’ national centre for monitoring scholarly publications emanating 
from South African researchers) should be adequate and appropriate for the 
department’s purposes, both now and in the future, and could be put on a sound 
and sustainable footing in terms of agreements and funding.    
The second major problem with the DHET policy is its inherent bias against 
collaboration arising from the fractional allocations of output units to the institutions 
of the South African authors involved. This means, for example, that a significant 
collaborative paper written by a first-author South African with three other 
collaborators who work abroad, is awarded 0.25 of a unit, while a paper by a single 
South African author in a local journal will ‘earn’ 1.00 unit. Collaboration obviously 
has its own rewards of different kinds, but the policy could readily be modified 
by ignoring the foreign authorships and awarding units only to local authors, in 
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which case the units awarded in the collaboration example would also be 1.00. 
Alternatively, and less controversially, only first local authorships of international 
collaborative papers might be recognised in this way.   
The third issue in the subsidy system is that of hard-to-detect cheating, either by 
the ‘salami slicing’ of research project results, or by ‘double-dipping’ through the 
publication of the same data or other forms of evidence in book chapters and 
conference proceedings, as well as, more fully and completely (e.g. by proper 
description of methodologies), in journals. These forms of cheating can only be 
policed at an institutional level, which requires the research offices concerned 
to monitor and report its occurrence. Journal editors can also require authors to 
certify that the work submitted to them has not been published in other versions, 
or if it has, to submit copies for scrutiny by referees and editors. The same controls 
would need to be exercised at the level of book editors and editors of conference 
proceedings, in the event that the attempted re-publication was post hoc to the 
published journal article concerned. 
Overcoming the legacy of the JIF in research quality assessments
Over-use of JIF in many important processes such as grant-making, appointments, 
promotions and other ranking or reward systems has been widely condemned 
in recent years, most notably in the San Francisco Declaration on Research 
Assessment (https://sfdora.org/read/). Technical issues such as the choice of 
appropriate ‘window periods’ for the collection of citations, marked variations in 
citation practice in different scholarly fields, the averaging of data across many 
articles in a particular journal, and easy gaming of the system have contributed 
to this distaste for a once very popular and almost universal ‘proxy indicator’ of 
quality. There is no doubt that the ready availability of altmetrics, which are far 
more accurate and cumulatively convincing, should and must lead to improved 
assessment in all these central processes, which is strongly recommended in this 
report. The continued use of the original unqualified ‘journal impact factor’ must 
be discouraged.    
Expansion of the SciELO model, both in SA and in other African 
countries 
SciELO was the first fully indexed database of open access e-journals published in 
a group of developing countries. It originated in Brazil and spread to other Spanish 
or Portuguese countries in South America and the Caribbean before gaining a 
foothold in Africa through the inclusion of SciELO SA (See Chapter 3). The SPP within 
ASSAf succeeded in putting 72 journals onto the platform by 2017; they had all been 
peer reviewed and recommended for inclusion by the Academy (See Chapter 3). 
The global visibility of local journals can undoubtedly best be optimised by open 
access publication (See mention above of rare instances of the purchase of local 
titles by multinational publishers and inclusion in ‘stables’ of bundled commercial 
journals to which access is sold by licence). ASSAf’s intention has always been to 
seek growth of SciELO SA until virtually all of the non-commercial titles that pass 
muster on peer review are included; this agenda embraces also the efforts to 
improve local journals as described above. 
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Internal prioritisation of funds within ASSAf has enabled further funding of SciELO SA 
growth, and it is anticipated a further 9 – 10 titles will be added in 2018.
There are known to be many flaws in the global roll-out of publishing open access 
journals. Amongst the most important are the ease of opening and closing new 
titles (instability), the dangers of internationalisation contributing to the abuse, the 
lack of constraints on growth beyond the limits of usability, the current move to 
APCs accompanied by the continued excess profit-making, etc. A recent, very 
sober analysis by Frankland and Ray (2017) has concluded as follows: 
“The traditional and open access publishing markets for scholarly journal publishing 
generate different benefits and costs. The traditional publishing model helps to 
assure quality but restricts output and raises the price. The open access publishing 
model leads to higher quantity and a zero price for buyers, but the pay-to-publish 
approach results in information costs and external costs due to the high number 
of journals with varying levels of quality. The goal for scholarly publishing should 
be to maximise the net benefit of technological change in the industry by taking 
advantage of the efficiency offered by open access publishing while preventing 
the market failures that result when moving away from the traditional publishing 
model. Achieving this goal requires that scholarly journals minimise costs, provide 
optimal quantity (i.e. increase output and access to that output), and lower the 
price, while maintaining quality. Ultimately, efforts by all parties involved in scholarly 
publishing (e.g. scholarly associations, academia, publishers, accrediting bodies, 
libraries, authors) will be needed to transform the scholarly publishing market” 
(Frankland and Ray, 2017). 
It is important to emphasise that the above-mentioned flaws of open access 
publishing, and the opinion of Frankland and Ray, relate to the global research 
publishing system, but are less cogent in a local system like that in SA. Thus SciELO 
SA is an open access platform, and not a publisher. Each journal ‘behaves’ like 
a traditional title, but its content is shown free of charge to the world, and fully 
indexed at that, permitting rapid searches of topics and authors independent of 
the algorithmic complexities of a general search engine, as well as a variety of 
metrics. The intense scrutiny of the scholarly journals by ASSAf peer review and 
CREST bibliometry prevents abuse from spreading and provides rapid remedies.  
 
Bearing in mind its origin and spread in South America and the Caribbean, an 
aspiration of the local SciELO project has been to extend the SciELO platform 
to other African countries, aiming gradually to turn it into a fully indexed journals 
repository of the global South, which could lead in turn to a significant re-balancing 
of the world knowledge system (Gevers, 2009). Progress is currently being made in 
an unexpected quarter – Ethiopia, with which the SPP has built sound relations. A 
country branch of SciELO requires ongoing government funding for setting up and 
maintenance of a platform that meets the exacting operational standards of the 
umbrella system. Such funding, even if available as in SA’s case, does not cover the 
costs of production for individual journals. Taking into account the national benefit 
of exposing all research output to the global gaze, so to speak, should in general 
be readily justified in any state that aspires to develop a knowledge economy.  
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The SciELO project in Africa also needs to become part of the thinking of the African 
Union and its many structures concerned with continental development, as well 
as bodies such as The World Academy of Sciences (TWAS) and the International 
Science Council (ISC) in their regional offices, the national science academies 
organised under the Network of African Science Academies (NASAC), and the 
African Academy of Sciences. (See Chapter 8 for a recommendation to this effect). 
Internationalisation of South African journals
Most of the most reputable journals in the world (even if published in a particular 
country) consider themselves to be international, and the term ‘international 
journals’ has become standard phraseology in talking about research quality in 
relation to the work of an individual scholar, a group of scholars, or an institution. The 
adjective has no fixed meaning, however, and could signify any or all of a number 
of meanings – having an international distribution (if published in hard copy), an 
editorial board and roster of peer reviewers drawn from many countries, and/or 
regularly publishing articles from a variety of countries. It could also refer to an 
implied internationality related to being included in a generally reputable, widely 
used and operationally supranational indexing system like the WoS or Scopus. 
The most egregious meaning is the one that assumes that nothing published in 
a particular country is of significant value when compared with the supposedly 
automatically superior literature published outside (e.g. as connoted by a typical 
statement that “my group only publishes in international journals”). 
There is no prima facie reason that the inclusion of suitable editors and peer 
reviewers from outside a country or successful solicitation of articles from outside 
is indispensable for a journal that has good editors and draws good articles from 
within the relevant country’s borders. It is just so much more likely if this is done that 
worthwhile contributions will in fact come from outside authors, that standards will 
rise, that productive linkages with other research communities will be set up, and 
that general visibility and reputation will improve.  
Achieving this kind of true internationalisation will need effort on the part of journal 
managements in SA. Attractive and informative websites are a sine qua non; foreign 
members of editorial boards and peer reviewers must be cherished and treated 
with respect; high standards of copy-editing and layout must be maintained; and 
mediocre submissions rejected. The extensive South African diaspora should be 
drawn into this form of involvement as a target of special significance.   
      
Fragility of the proposed national licensing system for access to 
commercial journals
The current effort to achieve some level of control over the strongly inflationary 
trends in library costs at South African HEIs and science councils by raising the 
negotiation level with commercial publishers to the highest and most unitary level 
possible has been described in Chapter 4. The tendency in European countries in 
the recent past has been to negotiate at the level of large groups of universities, 
while countries in the South have tended to work at national government/ministerial 
levels. 
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Success in the setting up and execution of a national negotiating team to force ‘hard 
bargains’ with major commercial publishers will not easily be achieved. Focusing 
the mind of a Minister or a director-general on a complex matter like a hard-nosed 
negotiation on a complex matter with wily, fully prepared business executives, 
already well versed in this art, will require expert and dedicated preparation and 
briefing. The ASSAf President, CSPiSA Chairperson and SPP Director can clearly be 
very helpful to the national team in the negotiations, as would an economist who 
is very well informed on university budgets, especially those for the libraries. An 
experienced institutional librarian would also be a useful member of the team.  
The pricing negotiations must embrace both the subscription aspect, and that of 
APCs, and the question of publishers ‘double-charging’ in the present transition 
from subscriptions to APCs must be carefully addressed – the country should not 
pay twice for access to articles in ‘hybrid’ titles that offer both APC-purchased 
article publication with global open access, and subscription pay-walled articles 
where APCs have not been paid.       
The role of scholarly journals in science engagement
Scholarly journals do more than publish full-length articles that have passed the test 
of peer review to give the best chance that the work described is methodologically 
sound and original; they seek to disseminate the gist of the work more widely by 
providing abstracts (concise summaries) for virtually all papers, and in a more limited 
set of journals go beyond this with lay language expositions in the form of even 
briefer editorial comment or extended editorials of a more general contextualising 
nature. An urgent necessity in this connection is to try to insist on abstracts being 
written in generally accessible language, rather than seeking to stuff the largest 
quantity of specialist information into the available word limit.  
Some multi-disciplinary journals have paved the way for ‘connecting’ the literature 
by including a feature comprising short notes on important work appearing in other 
journals. When the editors of the SAJS tried to do this a few years ago, authors were 
found to be reluctant to draft the notes themselves but also resented the attempts 
by others to do it for them – the promising feature, naturally appropriate in a multi-
disciplinary context, was accordingly dropped.  
All these measures do not really help to bridge the gap between the media and 
the scholarly/science community, although they provide the raw materials for 
mechanisms that might do so. An alerting service could be set up by platforms 
such as SciELO SA, and disseminated to journalists who sign up for the service. 
Alternatively, existing media devoted to such purposes could be partnered with 
increased reach as the objective. Editorials on topics significantly explored in an 
outstanding article in an issue of a journal should ‘blow the trumpet hard’ and be 
promoted as press releases of a kind. The SAJS, for example, distributes a ‘Highlights 
of the Latest Issue’ via email to over 15 000 recipients including 285 media contacts. 
The ‘Highlights’ include the table of contents and summaries of four or five featured 
articles – the Editors’ Choice. Monitoring of media reporting of published articles 
has shown the impact of articles featured in the Highlights on reporting by the 
media as well as the influence of media reports – numbering 42 in 2017 – on web 
traffic to the published articles, with the number of web visits significantly increasing 
on days on which media reports appear. 
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An alarming finding of the 2009 ASSAf Report on scholarly books was that few book 
reviews were published in locally published cognate journals of locally published 
books – more reviews of such books appeared in journals published outside the 
country. There is a huge opportunity here to bring local studies to local attention, 
both in the academic and public spheres.  
Conclusion
We now return to the questions we raised at the beginning of this chapter – why 
has considerable progress been made in research publishing in and from SA when 
there are so many identified problems still dogging the system?  We believe that 
the following assumptions can safely be made: 
1 The funding of the main components of the public research-performing 
system has been improved through a number of innovations, of which the 
DST/NRF Research Chairs and the related Centres of Excellence initiatives may 
be the most important when it comes to local public funding, and the massive 
injections of funding into the biomedical problems of chronic infectious 
diseases such as HIV and tuberculosis infections in the case of funding from 
abroad. 
2 The creation of SciELO SA as a quality-assured, fully indexed, open access 
journal platform has stimulated interest in key local titles and enabled them to 
rejuvenate themselves; to a lesser extent in terms of quantity, the purchase of 
a small number of local titles by foreign multi-national publishers has done the 
same for them. 
3 The enormous efforts to transform the research publishing community in terms 
of representivity of the population has brought large numbers of talented 
scholars into the research-active community in the country, and considerably 
enhanced its productivity.
4 It is likely that close attention to resolving the issues discussed in this chapter will 
enhance the system still further, and consolidate its recent gains.      
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CHAPTER 8: 
RECOMMENDATiONS FOR 
ACTiON iN THE NExT PERiOD
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Overview
This report has been produced to take advantage of the fact that 12 years have 
passed since the release in 2006 of the first 2006 ASSAf Report on publication in 
scholarly journals in and from SA, and that CREST has recently reviewed, in a very 
comprehensive, largely bibliometric manner also including peer-reviewed scholarly 
books and conference proceedings, all accredited publications emanating 
from HEIs over the decade 2005 – 2014. These two circumstances rendered it 
opportune to go back to that first report and its sister report, released in 2009, on 
scholarly books published in and from SA, remind ourselves of what was found 
and recommended then, review the progress made in the system as a result of 
the setting up of the Academy’s SPP against the background of changes in the 
local and global scholarly publishing system, and present the findings of the new 
CREST study in a fully contextualised way. We needed also to deal with the vexed 
question of maintaining access on the part of South African scholars and students 
to the international commercial journal publishing system, the new possibilities 
which have arisen under the heading of open science, and serious abuses such as 
predatory journals and questionable publishing practices. Finally, we have had to 
look at issues that have remained refractory to resolution or improvement despite 
the best efforts of all concerned. 
In this deliberately brief concluding chapter, we take account of the gist of the 
other seven chapters of this report, but especially that of Chapters 6 and 7, and 
make headline recommendations for the most urgent and important steps that 
need to be taken to improve and protect research publishing in, and from SA.
Recommendations
Systemic
1 ASSAf, cooperating with the NSEF, the DHET and USAf, to seek a more rational, 
higher quality and sustainable array of local journals that are all online, and 
open access (Gold Route), with full indexing in SciELO SA as one objective, 
and inclusion in international indexes as another. 
2 ASSAf should drive a process of consultation within the NSEF and with non-
commercial journal publishers to set up a generally acceptable regulatory 
mechanism for determining the appropriate pricing level of APCs in the local 
system, taking into account differences in article length and complexity. 
Funding APC’s should be done in consultation with the NRF and DHET as well 
as other research funding institutions. 
3 The matter of national high-level negotiation with multi-national mega-
publishers of commercial journals needs to be reconsidered in the light of 
developments in relation to open access publication. Access to the funding 
of databases and the redirection of subscription funding to APCs needs to 
be the subject of a study lead by ASSAf and involving DST, DHET and the 
university libraries. The emphasis should be on ensuring that the scholarly 
publishing environment is not significantly disrupted during this transition from 
a subscription-based model to an APC model. 
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4 The approach to national, regional and continental development of a high-
quality journal system should be discussed with other African countries, with 
the possibility of expansion of the SciELO platform to other countries. This 
discussion needs to taken forward by DST in its engagements at a regional 
and continental level in consultation with ASSAf, AAS and NASAC. 
Operational
5 The range of qualifying titles carried on SciELO SA should be increased especially 
in the light of recommendation 1 and the imperative of transforming journals 
into fully open access publications.  The funding for this expansion would need 
to be considered in the context of the changes to scholarly publishing business 
models.
6 The establishment of a formal tripartite partnership between ASSAf, CREST 
and the DHET that can reliably and transparently facilitate quality assurance 
and policy development in the department’s research outputs subsidisation 
system needs to be established. The partnership should consultatively manage 
the integrity of and deal with abuse of the subsidy system. 
7 Development of a local ranking of scholarly book publishers should be 
explored with the DHET with a view to simplifying the recognition of locally 
produced scholarly books. The issue of establishing a National Scholarly Book 
Fund should be discussed with the DHET and the DST; and the results of the 
evaluation of scholarly books and chapters in books need to be provided by 
DHET to the institutions submitting them and to local scholarly publishers so that 
they become familiar with the application of the criteria for accreditation. 
8 Publishing practices (e.g. article abstracts in lay language, powerful 
contextualising editorials) will need to be modified in order to engage the 
public, as well as specific sectors with the knowledge produced by the 
country’s researchers. This will require promoting discoveries and insights, 
specifically including (scholarly) book reviews and institutional press releases, 
etc.
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